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OVERVIEW

THE CONDUCT OF THE PERSIAN GULF WAR

Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait on August 2, 1990, unleashed an
extraordinary series of events that culminated seven months later in the victory of
American and Coalition forces over the Iragi army and the liberation of Kuwait.
Pursuant to Title V, Public Law 102-25, this report discusses the conduct of
hostilities in the Persian Gulf theater of operations. It builds on the Department’s
Interim Report of July 1991. A proper understanding of the conduct of these military
operations—the extraordinary achievements and the needed improvements—is an
important and continuing task of the Department of Defense as we look to the future.

The Persian Gulf War was the first major conflict following the end of the Cold
War. The victory was a triumph of Coalition strategy, of international cooperation, of
technology, and of people. It reflected leadership, patience, and courage at the
highest levels and in the field. Under adverse and hazardous conditions far from
home, our airmen, soldiers, sailors, and marines once again played the leading role
in reversing a dangerous threat to a critical region of the world and to our national
interests. Their skill and sacrifice lie at the heart of this important triumph over
aggression in the early post-Cold War era.

The Coalition victory was impressive militarily and important geopolitically; it
will affect the American military and American security interests in the Middle East
and beyond for years to come. Some of the lessons we should draw from the war
are clear; others are more enigmatic. Some aspects of the war are unlikely to be
repeated in future conflicts. But this experience also contains important indications
of challenges to come and ways to surmount them.

America, the peaceful states of the Persian Gulf, and law-abiding nations
everywhere are safer today because of the President’s firm conviction that lraq’'s
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aggression against Kuwait should not stand. Coming together, the nations of the
Coalition defied aggression, defended much of the world’s supply of oil, liberated
Kuwalit, stripped Saddam Hussein of his offensive military capability, set back his
determined pursuit of nuclear weapons, and laid a foundation for peaceful progress
elsewhere in the region that is still unfolding. The efforts and sacrifices of
Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm demand that we build on the lessons
we have learned and the good that we have done.

THE MILITARY VICTORY OVER IRAQ

The Coalition victory was impressive militarily. Iraq possessed the fourth
largest army in the world, an army hardened in long years of combat against Iran.
During that war Iraq killed hundreds of thousands of Iranian soldiers in exactly the
type of defensive combat it planned to fight in Kuwait. Saddam Hussein’s forces
possessed high-quality artillery, frontline T-72 tanks, modern MiG-29 and Mirage F-
1 aircraft, ballistic missiles, biological agents and chemical weapons, and a large
and sophisticated ground-based air defense system. His combat engineers, rated
among the best in the world, had months to construct their defenses. Nonetheless,
Iraqi forces were routed in six weeks by U.S. and other Coalition forces with
extraordinarily low Coalition losses.

The Coalition dominated every area of warfare. The seas belonged to the
Coalition from the start. Naval units were first on the scene and, along with early
deploying air assets, contributed much of our military presence in the early days of
the defense of Saudi Arabia. Coalition naval units also enforced United Nations
economic sanctions against Iraq by inspecting ships and, when necessary, diverting
them away from lraq and Kuwait. This maritime interception effort was the start of
the military cooperation among the Coalition members, and helped to deprive Iraq
of outside resupply and revenues. The early arrival of the Marine Corps’ Maritime
Prepositioning Force provided an important addition to our deterrent on the ground.
The Coalition controlled the skies virtually from the beginning of the air war, freeing
our ground and naval units from air attack and preventing the Iragis from using
aerial reconnaissance to detect the movements of Coalition ground forces. Tactical
aircraft were on the ground and the 82nd Airborne Division’s Ready Brigade had
been airlifted to the theater within hours of the order to deploy. Coalition planes
destroyed 41 Iragi aircraft and helicopters in air-to-air combat without suffering a
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confirmed loss to Iraqi aircraft. Coalition air power crippled Iragi command and
control and known unconventional weapons production, severely degraded the
combat effectiveness of Iraqi forces, and paved the way for the final land assault that
swept Iraqi forces from the field in only 100 hours. In the course of flying more than
100,000 sorties the Coalition lost only 38 fixed-wing aircraft. On the ground,
Coalition armored forces traveled over 250 miles in 100 hours, one of the fastest
movements of armored forces in the history of combat, to execute the now famous
“left hook” that enveloped Iraqg’s elite, specially trained and equipped Republican
Guards. Shortly after the end of the war, the U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM)
estimated that Iraq lost roughly 3,800 tanks to Coalition air and ground attack; U.S.
combat tank losses were fifteen.

The Coalition defeated not only Saddam Hussein’s forces, but his strategy.
Coalition strategy ensured that the war was fought under favorable conditions that
took full advantage of Coalition strengths and Iraqi weaknesses. By contrast,
Saddam’s political and military strategy was soundly defeated. Despite his attempts
to intimidate his neighbors, the Gulf states requested outside help; a coalition
formed; the Arab “street” did not rise up on his behalf; and Israeli restraint in the face
of Scud attacks undermined his plan to turn this into an Arab-Israeli war. Saddam’s
threats of massive casualties did not deter us; his taking of hostages did not
paralyze us; his prepared defenses in Kuwait did not exact the high toll of Coalition
casualties that he expected; and his army was decisively defeated. His attempts to
take the offense—his use of Scuds and the attack on the Saudi town of Al-Khafji at
the end of January—failed to achieve their strategic purpose. The overall result was
a war in which Iraq was not only beaten, but failed to ever seize the initiative.
Saddam consistently misjudged Coalition conviction and military capability.

EOPOLITICAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE VICTORY

The victory against Iraq had several important and positive geopolitical
consequences, both in the Persian Gulf and for the role the United States plays in
the world. The geostrategic objectives set by the President on August 5, 1990, were
achieved. Kuwait was liberated, and the security of Saudi Arabia and the Persian
Gulf was enhanced. Saddam Hussein’s plan to dominate the oil-rich Persian Gulf,
an ambition on which he squandered his country’s resources, was frustrated. The
threat posed by Iraqg’s preponderance of military power in the region was swept
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away. Although underestimated before the war, Iraqi research and production
facilities for ballistic missiles and nuclear, chemical and biological weapons were
significantly damaged; furthermore, victory in the war was the prerequisite for the
intrusive United Nations inspection regime, which continues the work of dismantling
those weapons programs. And even though Saddam Hussein remains in power,
his political prestige has been crippled and his future prospects are uncertain. He is
an international pariah whose hopes of leading an anti-Western coalition of Arab
and Islamic peoples have been exposed as dangerous but ultimately empty boasts.

Although Saddam Hussein today has been reduced enormously in stature
and power, we need to remember that the stakes in this conflict were large. Had the
United States and the international community not responded to Saddam’s invasion
of Kuwait, the world would be much more dangerous today, much less friendly to
American interests, and much more threatening to the peoples of the Middle East
and beyond. The seizure of Kuwait placed significant additional financial resources
and, hence, eventually military power in the hands of an aggressive and ambitious
dictator. Saddam would have used Kuwait's wealth to accelerate the acquisition of
nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and to expand and improve his inventory
of ballistic missiles. Saddam had set a dangerous example of naked aggression
that, unanswered, would ultimately have led to more aggression by him and
perhaps by others as well. Having defied the United States and the United Nations,
Saddam Hussein’s prestige would have been high and his ability to secure new
allies would have grown.

Saddam’s seizure of Kuwait, left unanswered, threatened Saudi Arabia and
its vast oil resources, in particular. He could have moved against Saudi Arabia; but
even if he did not, the ominous presence of overwhelming force on the Kingdom’s
borders, coupled with the stark evidence of his ruthlessness toward his neighbors,
constituted a threat to Saudi Arabia and vital U.S. interests. As Iragi forces moved
toward the border between Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, the world’s largest
concentration of oil reserves lay within reach. Iraqi forces could have quickly moved
down the Saudi coast to seize the oil-rich Eastern Province and threaten the Gulf
sheikdoms. [ragi control of Saudi Gulf ports also would have made military
operations to recapture the seized territory extremely difficult and costly. But even
without physically seizing eastern Saudi Arabia, Saddam threatened to dominate
most of the world’s oil reserves and much of current world production, giving him the
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ability to disrupt the world oil supply and hence the economies of the advanced
industrial nations. He could have used this economic and political leverage, among
other things, to increase his access to the high technology, materials, and tools
needed for the further development of his nuclear, biological and chemical
weapons and ballistic missile programs.

As the UN deadline for withdrawal approached in early January 1991, some
wondered whether the use of force to free Kuwait should be postponed. The use of
force will always remain for us a course of last resort, but there are times when it is
necessary. By January of 1991, we had given Saddam every opportunity to
withdraw from Kuwait peacefully and thereby avoid the risk of war and the cost of
continued sanctions. By then he had made it clear that he considered it more
important to hold on to Kuwait and had demonstrated his readiness to impose
untold hardships on his people.

Further application of sanctions might have weakened the Iragi military,
especially the Iragi Air Force; but delay would have imposed significant risks for
Kuwait and the Coalition as well. Had we delayed longer there might have been
little left of Kuwait to liberate. Moreover, the Coalition had reached a point of
optimum strength. U.S. resolve was critical for holding together a potentially fragile
coalition; our allies were reluctant only when they doubted America’s commitment.
Not only would it have been difficult to sustain our forces’ fighting edge through a
fong period of stalemate, delay would have run the risk of successful Iraqi terrorist
actions or a clash between Iraq and Israel or unfavorable political developments
that might weaken the Coalition. Delay would also have given Irag more time to
thicken and extend the minefields and obstacles through which our ground forces
had to move. It might have allowed the Iragis to anticipate our plan and strengthen
their defenses in the west. Worst of all, it would have given them more time to work
on their chemical, biological, and even nuclear weapons. Since Saddam had made
it clear that he would not leave Kuwait unless he was forced out, it was better to do
so at a time of our choosing.

Unfortunately, Saddam Hussein’s brutal treatment of his own people, which
long preceded this war, has survived it. The world will be a better place when
Saddam Hussein no longer misrules Iraq. However, his tyranny over Kuwait has
ended. The tyranny he sought to extend over the Middle East has been turned
back. The hold that he tried to secure over the world’s oil supply has been
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removed. We have frustrated his plans to prepare to fight a nuclear war with Iran or
Saudi Arabia or Israel or others who might oppose him. We will never know the full
extent of the evils this war prevented. What we have learned since the war about
his nuclear weapons program demonstrates with certainty that Saddam Hussein
was preparing for aggression on a still larger scale and with more terrible weapons.

This war set an extraordinary example of international cooperation at the
beginning of the post-Cold War era. By weakening the forces of violence and
radicalism, it has created new openings for progress in the Arab-Israeli peace
process, hopes that are symbolized by the process that began with the
unprecedented conference in Madrid. This is part of a broader change in the
dynamics of the region. It may not be a coincidence that after this war our hostages
in Lebanon were freed. The objectives for which the United Nations Security
Council authorized the use of force have been achieved. Potential aggressors will
think twice, and small countries will feel more secure.

Victory in the Gulf has also resulted in much greater credibility for the United
States on the world scene. America demonstrated that it would act decisively to
redress a great wrong and to protect its national interests in the post-Cold War
world. Combined with the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the victory in the Gulf has
placed the United States in a strong position of leadership and influence.

THE LESSONS OF THE WAR FOR QUR MILITARY FORCES

The war was also important for what it tells us about our armed forces, and
America’s future defense needs. On August 2, 1990, the very day Saddam Hussein
invaded Kuwait, President Bush was in Aspen, Colorado, presenting for the first
time America’s new defense strategy for the 1990s and beyond, a strategy that
takes into account the vast changes in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union
and envisions significant reductions in our forces and budgets. A distinguishing
feature of this new strategy—which was developed well before the Kuwait crisis—is
that it focuses more on regional threats, like the Gulf conflict, and less on global
conventional confrontation.

The new strategy and the Gulf war continue to be linked, as we draw on the
lessons of the war to inform our decisions for the future. As we reshape America’s
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defenses, we need to look at Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm for
indications of what military capabilities we may need not just in the next few years,
but 10, 20 or 30 years hence. We need to consider why we were successful, what
worked and what did not, and what is important to protect and preserve in our
military capability.

As we do so, we must remember that this war, like every other, was unique.
We benefited greatly from certain of its features—such as the long interval to deploy
and prepare our forces—that we cannot count on in the future. We benefited from
our enemy’s near-total international isolation and from our own strong Coalition.
We received ample support from the nations that hosted our forces and relied on a
well-developed coastal infrastructure that may not be available the next time. And
we fought in a unique desert environment, challenging in many ways, but
presenting advantages too. Enemy forces were fielded for the most part in terrain
ideally suited to armor and air power and largely free of noncombatants.

We also benefited from the timing of the war, which occurred at a unique
moment when we still retained the forces that had been built up during the Cold
War. We could afford to move the Army’s VII Corps from Germany to Saudi Arabia,
since the Soviet threat to Western Europe had greatly diminished. Our
deployments and operations benefited greatly from a world-wide system of bases
that had been developed during, and largely because of, the Cold War. For
example, a large percentage of the flights that airlifted cargo from the United States
to the theater transited through the large and well-equipped air bases at Rhein-
Main in Germany and Torrejon in Spain. Without these bases, the airlift would have
been much more difficult to support. U.S. forces operating from Turkey used NATO-
developed bases. In addition, bases in England and elsewhere were available to
support B-52 operations that would otherwise have required greater flying distances
or the establishment of support structures in the theater.

We should also remember that much of our military capability was not fully
tested in Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm. There was no submarine
threat. Ships did not face significant anti-surface action. We had little fear that our
forces sent from Europe or the U.S. would be attacked on their way to the region.
There was no effective attack by aircraft on our troops or our port and support
facilities. Though there were concerns Irag might employ chemical weapons or
biological agents, they were never used. American amphibious capabilities, though
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used effectively for deception and small scale operations, were not tested on a large
scale under fire. Our ground forces did not have to fight for long. Saddam
Hussein's missiles were inaccurate. There was no interference to our space-based
systems. As such, much of what was tested needs to be viewed in the context of this
unigue environment and the specific conflict.

Even more important to remember is that potential adversaries will study the
lessons of this war no less diligently than will we. Future adversaries will seek to
avoid Saddam Hussein’s mistakes. Some potential aggressors may be deterred by
the punishment Irag’s forces suffered. But others might wonder if the outcome
would have been different if Iraq had acquired nuclear weapons first, or struck
sooner at Saudi Arabia, or possessed a larger arsenal of more sophisticated
ballistic missiles, or used chemical or biological weapons.

During the war, we learned a lot of specific lessons about systems that work
and some that need work, about command relations, and about areas of warfare
where we need improvement. We could have used more ships of particular types.
We found we did not have enough Heavy Equipment Transporters or off-road
mobility for logistics support vehicles. Sophisticated equipment was maintained
only with extra care in the harsh desert environment. We were not nearly capable
enough at clearing land and sea mines, especially shallow water mines. This might
have imposed significant additional costs had large scale amphibious operations
been required. We moved quickly to get more Global Positioning System receivers
in the field and improvised to improve identification devices for our ground combat
vehicles, but more navigation and identification capabilities are needed. The
morale and intentions of Iraqi forces and leaders were obscure to us. Field
commanders wanted more tactical reconnaissance and imagery. We had difficulty
with battle damage assessment and with communications interoperability. Tactical
ballistic missile defense worked, but imperfectly. Mobile missile targeting and
destruction were difficult and costly; we need to do better. We were ill-prepared at
the start for defense against biological warfare, even though Saddam had
developed biological agents. And tragically, despite our best efforts there were
here, as in any war, losses to fire from friendly forces. These and many other
specific accomplishments, shortcomings and lessons are discussed in greater
depth in the body of the report.

Page viii



Among the many lessons we must study from this war, five general lessons
noted in the Interim Report still stand out.

* Decisive Presidential leadership set clear goals, gave others confidence in
America’s sense of purpose, and rallied the domestic and international support
necessary to reach those goals;

* A revolutionary new generation of high-technology weapons, combined
with innovative and effective doctrine, gave our forces the edge;

* The high quality of our military, from its skilled commanders to the highly
ready, well-trained, brave and disciplined men and women of the U.S. Armed
Forces made an extraordinary victory possible;

* In a highly uncertain world, sound planning, forces in forward areas, and
strategic air and sea lift are critical for developing the confidence, capabilities,
international cooperation, and reach needed in times of trouble; and

* It takes a long time to build the high-quality forces and systems that gave us
success.

These general lessons and related issues are discussed at length below.

L rshi

President Bush’s early conviction built the domestic and international
consensus that underlay the Coalition and its eventual victory. The President was
resolute in his commitment both to expel the Iragi forces from Kuwait and to use
decisive military force to accomplish that objective. President Bush accepted
enormous burdens in committing U.S. prestige and forces, which in turn helped the
nation and the other members of the Coalition withstand the pressures of
confrontation and war. Many counseled inaction. Many predicted military
catastrophe or thousands of casualties. Some warned that even if we won, the
Arabs would unite against us. But, having made his decision, the President never
hesitated or wavered.

This crisis proved the wisdom of our Founding Fathers, who gave the office of
the Presidency the authority needed to act decisively. When the time came,

Page ix




Congress gave the President the support he needed to carry his policies through,
but those policies could never have been put in place without his personal strength
and the institutional strength of his office.

Two critical moments of Presidential leadership bear particular mention. In
the first few days following the invasion, the President determined that Saddam
Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait would not stand. At the time, we could not be sure that
King Fahd of Saudi Arabia would invite our assistance to resist Iraq’s aggression.
Without Saudi cooperation, our task would have been much more difficult and
costly. The Saudi decision to do so rested not only on their assessment of the
gravity of the situation, but also on their confidence in the President. Without that
confidence, the course of history might have been different. A second critical
moment came in November, 1990, when the President directed that we double our
forces in the Gulf to provide an overwhelming offensive capability. He sought to
ensure that if U.S. forces were to go into battle, they would possess decisive force—
the U.S. would have enough military strength to be able to seize and maintain the
initiative and to avoid getting bogged down in a long, inconclusive war. The
President not only gave the military the tools to do the job, but he provided it with
clear objectives and the support to carry out its assigned tasks. He allowed it to
exercise its best judgment with respect to the detailed operational aspects of the
war. These decisions enabled the military to perform to the best of its capabilities
and saved American lives.

The President’s personal diplomacy and his long standing and carefully-
nurtured relationships with other world leaders played a major role in forming and
cementing the political unity of the Coalition, which made possible the political and
economic measures adopted by the United Nations and the Coalition’s common
military effort. Rarely has the world community come so close to speaking with a
single voice in condemnation of an act of aggression.

While President Bush’s leadership was the central element in the Coalition,
its success depended as well on the strength and wisdom of leaders of the many
countries that comprised it. Prime Minister Thatcher of Great Britain was a major
voice for resisting the aggression from the very outset of the crisis. King Fahd of
Saudi Arabia and the leaders of the other Gulf states—Bahrain, Qatar, the United
Arab Emirates and Oman—defied Saddam Hussein in the face of imminent danger.
President Mubarak of Egypt helped to rally the forces of the Arab League and
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committed a large number of troops to the ground war. President Ozal of Turkey cut
off the oil pipeline from Iraq and permitted Coalition forces to strike Iraq from Turkey,
despite the economic cost and the risk of Iragi military action. Prime Minister Major
of Great Britain continued his predecessor’s strong support for the Coalition,
providing important political leadership and committing substantial military forces.
President Mitterrand of France also contributed sizable forces to the Coalition. Our
European allies opened their ports and airfields and yielded priorities on their
railroads to speed our deployment. Countries from other regions, including Africa,
East Asia, South Asia, the Pacific, North and South America, and—a sign of new
times—Eastern Europe chose to make this their fight. Their commitment provided
essential elements to the ultimate victory. Their unity underlay the widespread
compliance with the UN-mandated sanctions regime, which sought to deprive Iraq
of the revenues and imported materials it needed to pursue its military development
programs and to put pressure on its leadership to withdraw from Kuwait. Once the
war began, and the first Iragi Scud missiles fell on Israeli cities, the Israeli
leadership frustrated Saddam Hussein’s plans to widen the war and disrupt the
unity of the Coalition by making the painful, but ultimately vindicated decision to not
take military action and attempt to preempt subsequent attacks.

The prospects for the Coalition were also increased by the vastly changed
global context and the relationship that had been forged between President Bush
and President Gorbachev of the former Soviet Union. During the Cold War, the
invasion of Kuwait by Irag—a state that had close ties to the former Soviet Union—
might well have resulted in a major East-West confrontation. Instead, President
Bush sought and won Soviet acceptance to deal with the problem not in the old
context of an East-West showdown, but on its own terms. Without the Cold War
motive of thwarting U.S. aims, the Soviet Union participated in an overwhelming
United Nations Security Council majority that expressed an international consensus
opposing the Iraqgi aggression. No longer subordinated to East-West rivalry, the
United Nations’ action during the Persian Gulf crisis was arguably its greatest
success to date: for the first time since the North Korean invasion of South Korea in
June, 1950, the Security Council was able to authorize the use of force to repel an
act of aggression.

Strong political leadership also underlay important international financial
support to the war effort, including large financial contributions from Saudi Arabia,
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Kuwait, the United Arab Emirates, Japan, Germany, South Korea and others to help
defray U.S. incremental costs. The total amount committed to defray the costs of the
U.S. involvement in the war was almost $54 billion. This spread the financial
burden of the war and helped to cushion the U.S. economy from its effects. In fact,
the $54 billion that was raised, were it a national defense budget, would be the third
largest in the world.

In sum, close examination of the successful international response to the
invasion of Kuwait returns repeatedly to the theme of strong leadership. President
Bush’s early and firm opposition to the Iraqi invasion—and the military force that
stood behind it—convinced Saudi Arabia and the other Gulf states that they could
withstand Iraqi threats and led others to provide not only political support at the UN
but also armed forces and money to a Coalition effort. This remarkable international
effort coalesced because Coalition members could take confidence from the initial
U.S. commitment, whose credibility derived from the U.S. willingness and military
capability to do much of the job alone, if necessary. For at the military level, U.S.
leadership was critical. No other nation was in a position to assume the military
responsibility shouldered by the United States in liberating Kuwait.

A Revolutionary New neration of High-Technol W n

A second general lesson of the war is that high-technology systems vastly
increased the effectiveness of our forces. This war demonstrated dramatically the
new possibilities of what has been called the “military-technological revolution in
warfare.” This technological revolution encompasses many areas, including stand-
off precision weaponry, sophisticated sensors, stealth for surprise and survivability,
night vision capabilities and tactical ballistic missile defenses. In large part this
revolution tracks the development of new technologies such as the microprocessing
of information that has become familiar in our daily lives. The exploitation of these
and still-emerging technologies promises to change the nature of warfare
significantly, as did the earlier advent of tanks, airplanes, and aircraft carriers.

The war tested an entire generation of new weapons and systems at the
forefront of this revolution. In many cases these weapons and systems were being
used in large-scale combat for the first time. In other cases, where the weapons had
been used previously, the war represented their first use in large numbers. For
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example, precision guided munitions are not entirely new—they were used at the
end of the Vietnam war in 1972 to destroy bridges in Hanoi that had withstood
multiple air attacks earlier in the war—but their use in large numbers represented a
new stage in the history of warfare.

Technology greatly increased our battlefield effectiveness. Battlefield combat
systems, like the M1A1 tank, AV-8B jet, and the Apache helicopter, and critical
subsystems, like advanced fire control, the Global Positioning System, and thermal
and night vision devices, gave the ground forces unprecedented maneuverability
and reach. JSTARS offered a glimpse of new possibilities for battlefield
intelligence. Our forces often found, targeted and destroyed the enemy’s before the
enemy could return fire effectively.

The Persian Gulf War saw the first use of a U.S. weapon system (the Patriot)
in a tactical ballistic missile defense role. The war was not the first in which ballistic
missiles were used, and there is no reason to think that it will be the last. Ballistic
missiles offered Saddam Hussein some of his few, limited successes and were the
only means by which he had a plausible opportunity (via the attacks on Israel) to
achieve a strategic objective. While the Patriot helped to counter Saddam
Hussein’s use of conventionally-armed Scud missiles, we must anticipate that in the
future more advanced types of ballistic missiles, some armed with nuclear, chemical
or biological warheads, will likely exist in the inventories of a number of Third World
nations. More advanced forms of ballistic missile defense, as well as more effective
methods of locating and attacking mobile ballistic missile launchers, will be
necessary to deal with that threat.

The importance of technology in the impressive results achieved by Coalition
air operations will be given special prominence as strategists assess the lessons of
Desert Storm. Precision and penetrating munitions, the ability to evade or suppress
air defenses, and cruise missiles made effective, round-the-clock attacks possible
on even heavily defended targets with minimal aircraft losses. Drawing in large part
on new capabilities, air power destroyed or suppressed much of the Iraqgi air
defense network, neutralized the Iraqi Air Force, crippled much of Iraq’s command
and control system, knocked out bridges and storage sites and, as the war
developed, methodically destroyed many Iragi tanks and much of the artillery in
forward areas capable of delivering chemical munitions.
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Indeed, the decisive character of our victory in the Gulf War is attributable in
large measure to the extraordinary effectiveness of air power. That effectiveness
apparently came as a complete surprise to Iraqi leaders. This was illustrated by
Saddam Hussein's pronouncement a few weeks after he invaded Kuwait that, “The
United States relies on the air force, and the air force has never been the decisive
factor in the history of war.” Coalition land and sea-based air power was an
enormous force multiplier, helping the overall force, and holding down Coalition
casualties to exceptionally low levels. Air power, including attack helicopters and
other organic aircraft employed by ground units, was a major element of the
capability of the ground forces to conduct so effectively a synchronized, high speed,
combined arms attack. Moreover, it helped enable the Arab/Islamic and Marine
Corps forces—whose assigned missions were to mount supporting attacks against
major Iraqi forces in place in southeastern ruwait—to reach Kuwait City in just three
days.

Although the specific circumstances of the Coalition campaign were highly
favorable to such an air offensive, the results portend advances in warfare made
possible by technical advances enabling precision attacks and the rapid
degradation of air defenses. That assessment acknowledges that the desert climate
was well suited to precision air strikes, that the terrain exposed enemy vehicles to
an unusual degree, that Saddam Hussein chose to establish a static defense, and
that harsh desert conditions imposed constant logistical demands that made Iraqi
forces more vulnerable to air interdiction. And, with Iraq isolated politically, the
Coalition air campaign did not risk provoking intervention by a neighboring power—
a consideration which has constrained the U.S. in other regional wars.

Nonetheless, while we should not assume that air power will invariably be so
successful with such low casualties in future wars fought under less favorable
conditions, it is certain that air power will continue to offer a special advantage, one
that we must keep for ourselves and deny to our opponents.

On the other hand, air power alone could not have brought the war to so
sharp and decisive a conclusion. Saddam not only underestimated the importance
of the Coalition air forces, but he underestimated our will and ability to employ
ground and maritime forces as well. The ground offensive option ensured that the
Coalition would seize the initiative. A protracted air siege alone would not have had
the impact that the combination of air, maritime and ground offensives was able to
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achieve. Without the credible threat of ground and amphibious attacks, the Iraqi
defenders might have dispersed, dug in more deeply, concentrated in civilian areas,
or otherwise adopted a strategy of outlasting the bombing from the air. For these
purposes, even a much smaller Iragi force would have sufficed. Such a strategy
would have prolonged the conflict and might have strained the political cohesion of
the Coalition. Given more time, Iraq might have achieved Scud attacks with
chemical or other warheads capable of inflicting catastrophic casualties on Israeli or
Saudi citizens or on Coalition troop concentrations. Even absent those
contingencies, a failure to engage on the ground would have left Saddam Hussein
able to claim that his army was still invincible. The defeat of that army on the ground
destroyed his claims to leadership of the Arab world and doomed his hopes to
reemerge as a near term threat.

As was recognized by senior decisionmakers from the earliest days of
planning a possible offensive campaign, the combination of air, naval and ground
power used together would greatly enhance the impact of each. The air campaign
not only destroyed the combat effectiveness of important Iragi units, but many that
survived were deprived of tactical agility, a weakness that our own ground forces
were able to exploit brilliantly. The threat of ground and amphibious attacks forced
the Iragis to concentrate before the ground attack and later to move, increasing the
effect of air attacks. Similarly, while the air campaign was undoubtedly a major
reason why more than 80,000 Iragi soldiers surrendered, most of these surrendered
only when advancing ground forces gave the Iraqgis in forward positions the chance
to escape the brutal discipline of their military commanders. The ground campaign
also enabled the capture and destruction of vast quantities of Iragi war materiel.

Evaluations of such complex operations inherently risk selective
interpretation, which may miss the key point that the collective weight of air,
maritime, amphibious, and ground attacks was necessary to achieve the
exceptional combat superiority the Coalition forces achieved in the defeat of Irag’s
large, very capable forces. In sum, while air power made a unique and significantly
enlarged contribution to the decisive Coalition victory, the combined effects of the
air, maritime and ground offensives—with important contributions from many
supporting forces—were key.

The military technological revolution will continue to pose challenges to our
forces both to keep up with competing technologies and to derive the greatest
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potential from the systems we have. For example, the extensive use of precision
munitions created a requirement for much more detailed intelligence than had ever
existed before. It is no longer enough for intelligence to report that a certain
complex of buildings housed parts of the Iragi nuclear program; targeteers now
want to know precisely which function is conducted in which building, or even in
which part of the building, since they have the capability to strike with great
accuracy. In addition, the high speed of movement of the ground forces creates a
requirement to know about the locations and movements of friendly and opposing
formations to a greater depth than would have been the case in a more slowly
moving battle. Such improvements can make our forces more effective and save
lives that might otherwise be tragically lost to fire from friendly forces—an area in
which we still need to improve.

As we assess the impressive performance of our weaponry, we must realize
that, under other circumstances, the results might have been somewhat less
favorable. Conditions under which the Persian Gulf conflict was fought were ideal
with respect to some of the more advanced types of weapons. Even though the
weather during the war was characterized by an atypically large percentage of
cloud cover for the region, the desert terrain and climate in general favored the use
of airpower. The desert also allowed the U.S. armored forces to engage enemy
forces at very long range before our forces could be targeted, an advantage that
might have counted for less in a more mountainous or built-up environment.

In addition, future opponents may possess more advanced weapons systems
and be more skilled in usihg them. In general, Iragi equipment was not at the same
technological level as that of the Coalition, and Iraq was even further behind when it
came to the quality and training of its military personnel and their understanding of
the military possibilities inherent in contemporary weaponry. A future adversary’s
strategy may be more adept than Saddam’s. But, the U.S. must anticipate that some
advanced weaponry will for a number of reasons become available to other
potential aggressors. Relevant technologies continue to be developed for civilian
use; the end of the Cold War is likely to bring a general relaxation in constraints on
trade in high-technology items; and declining defense budgets in their own
countries may lead some arms producers to pursue more vigorously foreign sales
and their governments to be more willing to let them sell “top-of-the-line” equipment.
Thus, much care is needed in applying the lessons of this war to a possible future
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one in which the sides might be more equal in terms of technology, doctrine, and
the quality of personnel.

The war showed that we must work to maintain the tremendous advantages
that accrue from being a generation ahead in weapons technology. Future
adversaries may have ready access to advanced technologies and systems from
the world arms market. A continued and substantial research and development
effort, along with renewed efforts to prevent or at least constrain the spread of
advanced technologies, will be required to maintain our advantage.

he High lity of th CAr F

The third general lesson is the importance of high-quality troops and
commanders. Warriors win wars, and smart weapons require smart people and
sound doctrine to maximize their effectiveness. The highly trained, highly motivated
all-volunteer force we fielded in Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm is the
highest quality fighting force the United States has ever fielded.

Many aspects of the war—the complexity of the weapon systems used, the
multinational coalition, the rapidity and intensity of the operations, the harsh
physical environment in which it was fought, the unfamiliar cultural environment, the
threat of chemical or biological attack—tested the training, discipline and morale of
the members of the Armed Forces. They passed the test with flying colors. From the
very start, men and women in the theater, supported by thousands on bases and
headquarters around the world, devoted themselves with extraordinary skill and
vigor to this sudden task to mount a major military operation far from the United
States and in conditions vastly different from the notional theaters for which our
forces had primarily trained in the Cold War. Reflecting that American “can do”
spirit, the campaign included some remarkable examples where plans were
improvised, work arounds were found, and new ways of operating invented and
rapidly put into practice. Over 98 percent of our all-volunteer force are high school
graduates. They are well trained. When the fighting began, they proved not just
their skills, but their bravery and dedication. To continue to attract such people we
must continue to meet their expectations for top-notch facilities, equipment and
training and to provide the quality of life they and their families deserve. In taking
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care of them, we protect the single most important strategic asset of our armed
forces.

The units that we deployed to the Gulf contrast meaningfully with the same
units a decade ago. Among our early deployments to Saudi Arabia following King
Fahd's invitation were the F-15 air superiority fighters of the 1st Tactical Fighter
Wing from Langley Air Force Base in Virginia. Within 53 hours of the order to move,
45 aircraft were on the ground in Saudi Arabia. Ten years ago, that same wing
failed its operational readiness exam; only 27 of 72 aircraft were combat ready—the
rest lacked spare parts.

The 1st Infantry Division out of Fort Riley, Kansas, did a tremendous job in
the Gulf. When we called upon them to deploy last fall, they were ready to go. But,
10 years ago, they only had two-thirds of the equipment needed to equip the
division, and half of that was not ready for combat.

Our forces’ performance bore testimony to the high quality of the training they
had received. Of particular note are the various training centers which use
advanced simulation, computer techniques, and rigorous field operations to make
the training as realistic as possible and to exploit the benefits of subsequent critique
and review. For example, many of the soldiers who fought in Desert Storm had
been to the armored warfare training at the National Training Center at Fort Irwin,
California, which has been described as tougher than anything the troops ran into in
Iraq. Similarly, the Air Force “Red Flag” exercise program, which employs joint and
multinational air elements in a realistic and demanding training scenario, provided
a forum for the rehearsal of tactics, techniques and procedures for the conduct of
modern theater air warfare. The Navy’s “Strike University” aided greatly in air and
cruise missile operations, and the Marine Corps training at 29 Palms sharpened
Marine desert war fighting skills. That is the way training is supposed to work.

The war highlighted as well the importance and capability of the reserves.
The early Operation Desert Shield deployments would not have been possible
without volunteers from the Reserves and National Guard. The call-up of additional
reserves under the authority of Title 10, Section 673(b)—the first time that authority
has ever been used—was critical to the success of our operations. Reserves
served in combat, combat support and combat service support roles—and they
served well. However, the use of reserves was not without some problems. For
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example, the war exposed problems with including reserve combat brigades in our
earliest-deploying divisions. Tested in combat, the Total Force concept remains an
important element of our national defense. Nonetheless, as we reduce our active
forces under the new strategy, we will need to reduce our reserve components as
well.

Our success in the Gulf reflected outstanding military leadership, whether at
the very top, like General Colin Powell, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
General Norman Schwarzkopf, Commander in Chief of the forces in U.S. Central
Command; or at the Component level, like Lieutenant General Chuck Horner, who
orchestrated the Coalition’s massive and brilliant air campaign, or Vice Admiral
Hank Mauz and Vice Admiral Stan Arthur, who led the largest deployment of naval
power into combat since World War I, or Lieutenant General John Yeosock, who
implemented the now-famous “left hook,” or Lieutenant General Walt Boomer who
led his Marines to the outskirts of Kuwait City, while continuing to divert Iragi
attention to a possible amphibious attack, or Lieutenant General Gus Pagonis who
provisioned this enormous force that had deployed unexpectedly half-way around
the world; or at the Corps or division commander, wing commander, or battle group
commander level. The command arrangements and the skills of the military
leadership were challenged by the deployment of such a large force in a relatively
short period of time, the creation or substantial expansion of staffs at various levels
of command and the establishment of working relationships among them, the
melding of the forces of many different nations and of the different services into an
integrated theater campaign, and the rapid pace of the war and the complexity of
the operations. The result was a coordinated offensive operation of great speed,
intensity and effectiveness.

This conflict represented the first test of the provisions of the Goldwater-
Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 in a major war. The act
strengthened and clarified the authority of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
We were fortunate in this precedent setting time when joint arrangements were
tested to have a Chairman with the unique qualities of General Colin Powell.
General Powell’s strategic insight and exceptional leadership helped the American
people through trying times and ensured our forces fought smart. He drew upon all
of our capabilities to bring the necessary military might to bear. We were also
fortunate to have a superb Vice Chairman, Admiral Dave Jeremiah, and an
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outstanding group of Service Chiefs who provided excellent military advice on the
proper employment of their forces. Working with their Service Secretaries, they
fielded superbly trained and equipped forces, and saw that General Schwarzkopf
got everything he required to prosecute the campaign successfully. The nation was
well served by General Carl Vuono, Admiral Frank Kelso, General Merrill McPeak,
and General Al Gray of the Joint Chiefs, as well as Admiral Bill Kime of the Coast
Guard. To them and their associates, great credit must be given.

The act also clarified the roles of the Commanders in Chief of the Unified and
Specified Commands and their relationships with the Services and the service
components of their commands. Overall, the operations in the Gulf reflected an
increased level of jointness among the services. Indeed, in the spirit of Goldwater-
Nichols, General Schwarzkopf was well-supported by his fellow commanders.
General H.T. Johnson at Transportation Command delivered the force. General
Jack Galvin at European Command provided forces and support. General Donald
Kutyna at Space Command watched the skies for Scuds. General Ed Burba,
commanding Army forces here in the continental U.S., provided the Army ground
forces and served as rear support. Admiral Chuck Larson in the Pacific and Admiral
Leon Edney in the Atlantic provided Navy and Marine Forces, while General Lee
Butler at SAC provided bombers, refuelers, and reconnaissance. General Carl
Stiner provided crack special operations forces. It was a magnificent team effort.

General Schwarzkopf and his counterparts from diverse Coalition nations
faced the task of managing the complex relationships among their forces. This task,
challenging enough under the best of circumstances, was particularly difficult given
the great cultural differences and political sensitivities among the Coalition partners.
The problem was solved by an innovative command arrangement involving parallel
international commands, one, headed by General Schwarzkopf, incorporating the
forces from the Western countries, and another, under the Saudi commander,
Lieutenant General Khalid bin Sultan bin Abdul-Aziz, for the forces from the Arab
and Islamic ones. In historical terms, the Coalition was noteworthy not only because
of the large number of nations that participated and the speed with which it was
assembled, but also because the forces of all these nations were participating in a
single theater campaign, within close proximity to each other on the battlefield. The
close coordination and integration of these diverse units into a cohesive fighting
force was achieved in large part thanks to the deftness with which General
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Schwarzkopf managed the relations with the various forces of the nations of the
Coalition and to his great skill as a commander.

The high quality of our forces was critical to the planning and execution of
two very successful deception operations that surprised and confused the enemy.
The first deception enabled the Coalition to achieve tactical surprise at the outset of
the air war, even though the attack, given the passage of the United Nations
deadline, was in a strategic sense totally expected and predictable. The deception
required, for example, the careful planning of air operations during the Desert
Shield period, to accustom the Iraqis to intense air activity of certain types, such as
refueling operations, along the Saudi border. As a result, the heavy preparatory air
activity over Saudi Arabia on the first night of Desert Storm does not appear to have
alerted the Iraqis that the attack was imminent.

The second deception operation confused the Iraqis about the Coalition’s
plan for the ground offensive. Amphibious landing exercises as well as other
activities that would be necessary to prepare for a landing (such as mine sweeping
near potential landing areas) were conducted to convince the Iragis that such an
attack was part of the Coalition plan. At the same time, unobserved by the Iraqis
who could not conduct aerial reconnaissance because of Coalition air supremacy,
the VII Corps and XVIII Airborne Corps shifted hundreds of kilometers to the west
from their initial concentration points south of Kuwait. Deceptive radio
transmissions made it appear that the two Corps were still in their initial positions,
while strict discipline restricted reconnaissance or scouting activity that might have
betrayed an interest in the area west of Kuwait through which the actual attack was
to be made. The success of this deception operation both pinned down several
Iraqi divisions along the Kuwaiti coast and left the Iragis completely unprepared to
meet the Coalition’s “left hook” as it swung around the troop concentrations in
Kuwait and enveloped them.

Coalition strategy also benefited immensely from psychological operations,
the success of which is evidenced primarily by the large number of Iraqi soldiers
who deserted Iraqi ranks or surrendered without putting up any resistance during
the ground offensive. Our efforts built on, among other factors, the disheartening
effect on Iragi troops of the unanswered and intensive Coalition aerial
bombardment, the privations they suffered due to the degradation of the Iraqi
logistics system, and the threat of the impending ground campaign. Radio

Page xXi




transmissions and leaflets exploited this demoralization by explaining to the Iraqi
troops how to surrender and assuring them of humane treatment if they did. More
specific messages reduced lraqi readiness by warning troops to stay away from
their equipment (which was vulnerable to attack by precision munitions) and
induced desertions by warning troops that their positions were about to be attacked
by B-52s.

The skill and dedication of our forces were critical elements for the Coalition’s
efforts to design and carry out a campaign that would, within the legitimate bounds
of war, minimize the risks of combat for nearby civilians and treat enemy soldiers
humanely. Coalition pilots took additional risks and planners spared legitimate
military targets to minimize civilian casualties. Coalition air strikes were designed to
be as precise as possible. Tens of thousands of lraqi prisoners of war were cared
for and treated with dignity and compassion. The world will not soon forget pictures
of Iragi soldiers kissing their captors’ hands.

In the course of Desert Shield and Desert Storm our troops spent long hours
in harsh desert conditions, in duststorms and rainstorms, in heat and cold. The war
saw tense periods of uncertainty and intense moments under enemy fire. It was not
easy for any American personnel, including the quarter of a million reservists whose
civilian lives were disrupted, or for the families separated from their loved ones. The
fact that our pilots did not experience high losses going through Iraqi air defenses
and our ground forces made it through the formidable Iraqi fortifications with light
casualties does not diminish the extraordinary courage required from everyone who
faced these dangers. It was especially hard for American prisoners of war, our
wounded, and, above all, the Americans who gave their lives for their country and
the families and friends who mourn them. Throughout these trials as America—
indeed, all the world—watched them on television, American men and women
portrayed the best in American values. We can be proud of the dignity, humanity
and skill of the American soldier, sailor, airman and marine.

Sound Planning

The fourth general lesson of the Persian Gulf conflict is the importance in a
highly uncertain world of sound planning, of having forces forward that build trust
and experience in cooperative efforts, and of sufficient strategic lift.
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Advance planning played an important role as the Persian Gulf conflict
unfolded. It was important in the days immediately following Saddam Hussein's
invasion of Kuwait to have a clear concept of how we would defend Saudi Arabia
and of the forces we would need. This was important not just for our
decisionmakers, but for King Fahd and other foreign leaders, who needed to judge
our seriousness of purpose, and for our quick action should there be a decision to
deploy. Our response in the crisis was greatly aided because we had planned for
such a contingency.

In the fall of 1989, the Department shifted the focus of planning efforts in
Southwest Asia to countering regional threats to the Arabian peninsula. The
primary such threat was Iraq. As a result, CENTCOM prepared a Concept Outline
Plan for addressing the Iraqgi threat in the Spring of 1990. The outline plan
contained both the overall forces and strategy for a successful defense of friendly
Gulf states. This plan was developed into a draft operations plan by July 1990. In
conjunction with the development of the plan, General Schwarzkopf had arranged
to conduct an exercise, INTERNAL LOOK 90, which began in July. This exercise
tested aspects of the plan for the defense of the Arabian peninsula. When the
decision was made to deploy forces in response to King Fahd's invitation, this plan
was selected as the best option. It gave CENTCOM a head start.

However, while important aspects of the planning process for the
contingency that actually occurred were quite well along, more detailed planning for
the deployment of particular forces to the region had only just begun and was
scheduled to take more than a year to complete. In the end, the actual deployments
for Desert Shield and Desert Storm were accomplished in about half that time.

In the future we must continue to review and refine our planning methods to
make sure that they enable us to adapt to unforeseen contingencies as quickly and
as effectively as possible. General Eisenhower once remarked that while plans
may not be important, planning is. The actual plans that are devised ahead of time
may not fit precisely the circumstances that eventually arise, but the experience of
preparing them is essential preparation for those who will have to act when the
unforeseen actually occurs. If we are to take this maxim seriously, as our recent
experience suggests we should, then several consequences seem to flow. Training
must emphasize the speed with which these types of plans must be drawn up, as
that is likely to be vital in an actual crisis. Management systems, such as those
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which support deployment and logistics, must be automated with this need for
flexibility in mind. Overall, planning systems must increasingly adapt rapidly to
changing situations, with forces tailored to meet unexpected contingencies.

Past U.S. investment and experience in the region were particularly critical to
the success of our efforts. Saudi Arabia’s airports and coastal infrastructure were
well developed to receive a major military deployment. U.S. pilots had frequently
worked with their Saudi counterparts. Each of these factors, in turn, reflected a
legacy of past defense planning and strategic cooperation. U.S. steadfastness in
escorting ships during the Iran-lraq War, despite taking casualties, added an
important element of credibility to our commitments. Without this legacy of past
cooperation and experience in the region, our forces would not have been as ready,
and the Gulf States might never have had the confidence in us needed for them to
confront Iraq.

The success of Operations Desert Shield (including the maritime interception
effort) and Desert Storm required the creation of an international coalition and
multinational military cooperation, not just with the nations of the Arabian peninsula,
but with the United Kingdom, France, Egypt, Turkey and a host of other nations.
These efforts were greatly enhanced by past military cooperation in NATO, in
combined e:ercises, in U.S. training of members of the allied forces, and in many
other ways.

A key element of our strategy was to frustrate Saddam Hussein’s efforts to
draw Israel into the war and thereby change the political complexion of the conflict.
We devoted much attention and resources to this problem, but we could not have
succeeded without a tistory of trust and cooperation with the Israelis.

The Persian Gulf War teaches us that our current planning should pay
explicit attention to the kinds of relationships which might support future coalition
efforts. Building the basis for future cooperation should be an explicit goal of many
of our international programs, including training, weapons sales, combined
exercises and other contacts.
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n Tim

The forces that performed so well in Desert Storm took a long time to
develop; decades of preparation were necessary for them to have been ready for
use in 1991. The cruise missiles that people watched fly down the streets of
Baghdad were first developed in the mid-'70s. The F-117 stealth fighter bomber,
which flew many missions against heavily defended targets without ever being
struck, was built in the early ‘80s. Development and production of major weapons
systems today remain long processes. From the time we make a decision to start a
new aircraft system until the time it is first fielded in the force takes on the average
roughly 13 years.

What is true of weapons systems is also true of people. A general who is
capable of commanding a division in combat is the product of more than 25 years’
training. The same is true for other complex tasks of military leadership. To train a
senior noncommissioned officer to the high level of performance that we expect
today takes 10 to 15 years.

Units and command arrangements also take time to build and perfect. The
units described earlier that were not ready for combat a decade ago took years to
build to their current state. It takes much longer to build a quality force than to draw ‘
it down. Just five years after winning World War I, the United States was almost |
pushed off the Korean peninsula by the army of a third-rate country.

In the past, the appearance of new weapons has often preceded the strategic
understanding of how they could be used. As a result, the side that had a better
understanding of the implications of the new weapons often had a tremendous
advantage over an opponent whose weapons might have been as good and as
numerous, but whose concept of how to use them was not. German success in
1940, for example, was less the result of superior hardware than superior doctrine.
Thus, appropriate doctrine and accumulated training will be critically important in
the years ahead. Here, too, years of study and experiment are required to get the
most from our forces. Study of Desert Storm will, itself, be of great importance.

Finally, as noted earlier, the war has reminded us of how important
investments in infrastructure and practice in international cooperative efforts can be
to build the trust and capabilities that will be needed to put together future coalitions
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and to enable them to operate successfully in future crises. It takes years of working
together to build these kinds of ties.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FUTURE

The Persian Gulf conflict reminds us that we cannot be sure when or where
the next conflict will arise. In early 1990, many said there were no threats left
because of the Soviet withdrawal from Eastern Europe; very few expected that we
would be at war within a year. We are constantly reminded of the unpredictability of
world events. Few in early 1989 expected the dramatic developments that occurred
in Eastern Europe that year. Fewer still would have predicted that within two years
the Soviet Union itself would cease to exist. Looking back over the past century,
enormous strategic changes often arose unexpectedly in the course of a few years
or even less. This is not a lesson which we should have to keep learning anew.

Our ability to predict events 5, 10, or 15 years in the future is quite limited.
But, whatever occurs, we will need high-quality forces to deter aggression or, if
necessary, to defend our interests. No matter how hard we wish for a just peace,
there will come a time when a future President will have to send young Americans
into combat somewhere in the world.

As the Department of Defense reduces the armed forces over the next five
years, two special challenges confront us, both of which were highlighted by
Operation Desert Storm. The first is to retain our technological edge out into the
future. The second is to be ready for the next Desert Storm-like contingency that
comes along. Just as the high-technology systems we used in the Gulf war reflect
conceptions and commitments of 15, 20, or 25 years ago, so the decisions we make
today will decide whether our forces 10 or 15 years from now have what they need
to do the job with minimum losses. We want our forces of the year 2015 to have the
same high quality our forces had in Desert Storm.

To provide a high-quality force for the future, we must be smart today. We
must keep up our investment in R&D, personnel and crucial systems. But we must
also cut unneeded production, reduce our active and reserve forces, and close
unneeded bases so we can use our resources where they are most needed. M1A1
tanks, F-16s and F-14 aircraft are excellent systems, but we have enough of them:
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and some planned modernization can be safely deferred. We can better use the
money saved by investing in the systems of the future. Reserve forces are valuable
but, as we cut the active forces, we must cut the Reserves and National Guard units
assigned the mission of supporting them. Our declining defense budgets must
sustain the high level of training our remaining forces need. And, as we cut forces,
we should cut base structure. Common sense dictates that a smaller force requires
fewer bases.

To reach these goals, the Department has developed a new acquisition
strategy, tailored to the post-Cold War world, that will enable us to get the most from
our research and acquisition efforts at the lowest cost. We have proposed major
cuts in new programs, shut down production lines, and sought significant cuts in
active and reserve forces and domestic and overseas base structure. With the help
of Congress and the American people, we can have a strong defense at greatly
reduced cost.

As we reshape America’s military and reduce its size, we must be careful that
we do so in accordance with our new defense strategy and with a plan that will
preserve the integrity of the military capability we have so carefully built. If we try to
reduce the force too quickly, we can break it. If we fail to fund the training and high
quality we have come to expect, we will end up with an organization that may still
outwardly look like a military, but that simply will not function. It will take a long time,
lost lives and many resources to rebuild; our nation’s security will be hurt, not
furthered by such precipitous defense cuts.

It we choose wisely today, we can do well something America has always
done badly before—we can draw down our military force at a responsible rate that
will not end up endangering our security. We did not do this well after World War |1,
and we found ourselves unprepared for the Korean war barely five years later. We
did not draw down intelligently after Vietnam, and we found ourselves with the
hollow forces of the late ‘70s. We are determined to avoid repeating these costly
errors.

Our future national security and the lives of young Americans of the next
decade and beyond depend on our learning the proper lessons from the Persian
Gulf war. It is a task the Department of Defense takes seriously. Those Americans
lost in the Persian Gulf war and their families paid a heavy price for freedom. If we
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make the wrong choices now—if we waste defense dollars on force structure we
cannot support or on more weapons than we need or on bases we cannot afford—
then the next time young Americans go into combat we may not have the
capabilities we need to win.

America can be proud of its role in the Persian Gulf war. There were lessons
to be learned and problems to be sure. But overall there was an outstanding
victory. We can be proud of our conviction and international leadership. We can be
proud of one of the most remarkable deployments in history. We can be proud of
our partnership in arms with many nations. We can be proud of our technology and
the wisdom of our leaders at all levels. But most of all we can be proud of those
dedicated young Americans—soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines—who showed
their skill, their commitment to what we stand for, and their bravery in the way they
fought this war.
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PREFACE

The final report to Congress on the conduct of hostilities in the Persian Gulf
(pursuant to the requirements of Title V of the Persian Gulf Supplemental and
Personnel Benefits Act of 1991) is divided into three volumes. The first volume deals
with the nature of Iraqi forces, Operation Desert Shield, the Maritime Interception
Operations and Operation Desert Storm. The second and third volumes contain
appendices dealing with specific issues.

Discussion in volume | focuses on how the threat in the Persian Gulf developed
and how the United States and its Coalition partners responded to that threat at the
strategic, operational, and tactical levels. The narrative is chronological to the
extent possible. In this sense, it touches on issues such as logistics, intelligence,
deployment, the law of armed conflict, and mobilization, among others, only as
those issues have a bearing on the overall chronicle.

This is not to suggest that other issues are not important. In fact, examination of
these issues is of great substantive value to future security plans and programs. To
provide ready access to thisinformation, discussions of specificissues have been
structured into appendices and collected in Volumes |l and IIl. The intent is to
provide as much detail as possible about a specificissue in one location. For all
intents and purposes, the appendices are independent documents and with enough
background to let the reader concerned with a particular area read the appropriate
appendix and forego other parts of the report. Where cross-referencing or
overlapping occurs, it is to achieve that objective.

The content of all volumes of this report is the result of extensive research
conducted through review of original source documents (such as orders, plans,
estimates, and appraisals); information from the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
Joint Staff, the United States Central Command, other unified and specified
commands, component commands, and the military Services; and, in-depth
interviews with many senior officers and policy makers involved in Operations Desert
Shield and Desert Storm. Research to determine what lessons ought to be taken
from the crisis began before the conflict ended. Th roughout, officials at all levels
willingly provided information. However, this conflict was exceptionally well
documented compared with previous crises. Many data points remain in raw form
and information on some aspects of the campaigns remains uncollated and
unevaluated. The volume of available documents, perhaps in the millions of pages,
will provide researchers with data for a number of years. Therefore, while the
depictions, conclusions, and evaluations presented in this report are based on a
thorough examination of the existing evidence, they are subject to modification as
additional research makes more information available.
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A Note on Preparation of the Title V Report

Preparation of the interim and final versions of this report entailed an
intensive twelve month effort involving hundreds of individuals. It was prepared
under the auspices of Honorable Paul Wolfowitz, Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy. The overall effort was directed by Mr [. Lewis Libby, Principal Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense for Strategy and Resources. Policy guidance was provided by Dr
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CHAPTER |

THE INVASION OF KUWAIT

“Without warrant or warning, Iraq has struck brutally at a tiny Kuwait, a brazen
challenge to world law. Iraq stands condemned by a unanimous UN Security
Council...President Bush’s taste for bluntness stands him in good stead: “Naked
Aggression!” is the correct term for President Saddam Hussein’s' grab at a

vulnerable, oil-rich neighbor.”

New York Times
3 August 1990

At 0100 (Kuwait time), 2 August, three Iraqi Republican Guard Forces
Command (RGFC) divisions attacked across the Kuwaiti frontier. A mechanized
infantry division and an armored division conducted the main attack south into
Kuwait along the Safwan-'Abdally axis, driving for the Al-Jahra pass. Another
armored division conducted a supporting attack farther west. Almost
simultaneously, at 0130, a special operations force conducted the first attack on
Kuwait City — a heliborne assault against key government facilities. Meanwhile,
commando teams made amphibious assaults against the Amir's palace and other key
facilities. The Amir was able to escape into Saudi Arabia, but his brother was killed
in the lragi assault on the Dasman Palace.

The three attacking armored and mechanized formations, supported by
combat aircraft, linked up at Al-Jahra. The two divisions conducting the main attack
continued east to Kuwait City, where they joined the special operations forces by
0530. By 1900, Iraqi forces had secured the city. Concurrently, the supporting
armored division moved south from Al-Jahra to establish blocking positions on the
main avenues of approach from the Saudi border. By the evening of 2 August, Iraqi
tanks were moving south of the capital along the coast to occupy Kuwait's ports.

Kuwaiti armed forces were no match for the assembled Iraqi force. Although
Kuwaiti armed forces had gone on full alert after Saddam Hussein's 17 July speech,
they reduced alert levels a week later to 25 percent. This may have been done in an
attempt to reduce the tension between Kuwait and Iraq. Kuwaiti military resistance
was uncoordinated; despite individual acts of bravery, Kuwaiti forces were
hopelessly outmatched. Army elements attempted to recapture the Amir's palace,
and 35th Armored Brigade tanks tried to mount a defense against approaching
Republican Guard armored formations. Kuwaiti casualties are estimated to have
been light, but specific numbers are unknown. Some Kuwaiti forces

1 Althougn the Arabic letters Hah (dammah)-Sin (fathah)-Yah-Nun are best rendered as
HUSAYN, hereafter this document reflects the more commonly used HUSSEIN.




Iraqi Assault Operations, 2 August 90

successfully retreated across the Saudi border as defenses collapsed. Kuwait Air
Force pilots flew limited sorties against attacking Iraqgi units, but were forced to
recoverin Saudi Arabia or Bahrain, since the two Kuwaiti air bases had been
overrun. By midday, 3 August, Iraqi forces had taken up positions near the Kuwaiti-
Saudi border. (Map I-1)

On 4 August, Iraqi tanks were establishing defensive positions. Hundreds of
logistics vehicles were moving men and massive quantities of munitions and supplies
south. RGFCinfantry divisions that had been deployed to the border area in late July
moved into Kuwait, occupied Kuwait City, and secured the primary lines of
communications to and from southern Iraq. By this time, more Iraqi divisions were
moving south to Kuwait from garrisonsin Iraq. These forces woulg replace the RGFC
units in defensive positions in Kuwait. This replacement was ominous for, while it
allowed a possible return of RGFC units to Iraq, it also freed these formations for a
subsequent attack into Saudi Arabia, should Saddam order it.

.



GEOGRAPHY OF KUWAIT

Kuwait, a country slightly smaller than New Jersey, consists of flat to
slightly undulating desert p?’ains. It has almost no defensible terrain. The
only significant elevation in the country is the Al-Mutl’a Ridge, just north of
the city of Al-Jahra. A passin this ridge at Al-Jahra is the traditional
defensive ﬁosition against an approach from the north. British troops
occupied the position in the 1961 defense of Kuwait when Iraq threatened
to seize the newly independent country. In the Gulf War, Iraqi troops mined
and fortified this pass as a defense against potential Coalition attacks north
toward the Irag-Kuwait frontier.

By 6 August, the Iraqis had consolidated their gains and were resupplying
their forces, another indication Irag might continue its drive south. At this point,
elements of at least 11 divisions were either in or entering Kuwait. Thisamounted tc
more than 200,000 soldiers, supported by more than 2,000 tanks. Two days later,
Saddam announced the annexation of the country, describing Kuwait as the “19th
Province — an eternal part of Iraq.”(Map I-2)

PRELUDE TO CRISIS

Emerging from the Iran-Iraq war at the helm of the dominant military power
in the Gulf, Saddam saw himself as the premier leader in (and of) the Arab world. In
April 1990, claiming an enlarged regional role, Saddam had demanded withdrawal
of US forces from the Gulf, claiming there no longer was any need for foreign
presence in the region. On 1 July, Saddam declared Iraq now had binary chemical
weapons (CW) — “a deterrent sufficient to confront the Israeli nuclear weapon.” At
the same time, the Iraqi leader made several threatening speeches, turning his
attention to his Arab neighbors, claiming Iraq alone had defended the “Arab
nation” against the age-old Persian threat.

On 17 July, Saddam accused Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates of
complicity with the United States to cheat on oil production quotas. He blamed this
overproduction for driving down the price of oil, causing losses of billions of dollars
to Iraq. During this period, the Iraqi million-man armed forces and aggressive
research and development programs (including Iraq’s large nuclear development
effort) were consuming enormous sums of money. Iraq’s 1990 military budget was
$12.9 billion, or approximately $700 per citizen in a country where the average
annual income was $1,950. By mid 1990, Iraq had only enough cash reserves ?or
three months of imports and an inflation rate of 40 percent.




Iraqi Dispositions in Kuwait, 6 August 90

Map I-2

Iraq largely had financed the military expenditures of the war with Iran
through loans. By 1990, creditors were reluctant to extend new development loans
until substantial parts of the old debt were paid. Many loans were in serious arrears,
especially those made by other Arab states. Iraq’s Arab neighbors were reluctant to
write off more than $37 billion in loans made to Iraq. Baghdad did not believe it
necessary to repay immediately what it considered “soft” loans from Gulf
Cooperation Council members. (Saddam argued Iraq had gone to war with Iran to
protect the Arabian Peninsula from the threat ot Iranian expansionism. Thus,
according to this argument, Gulf states ought not dun Iraq for expenses incurred on
their behalf.) If not rescheduled, the required annual principal and interest
payments on the non-Arab debt alone would have consumed more than half of
Irag’s estimated $13 billion 1989 oil revenues. Debt service in subsequent years
would have had an equally deleterious effect.

Iraq’s large expenditures on its military forces both aggravated its financial
distress and provided the muscle with which to intimidate its rich, but weak,
neighbor Kuwait. Saddam initially demanded money from Kuwait; this demand was
rejected by the Kuwaiti Amir, who instead offered a small, long-term loan. Iraq



“He who launches an aggression
against Iraq or the Arab nation will
now find someone to repel him. If we
can strike him with a stone, we will.
With a missile, we will...and with all
the missiles, bombs, and other means
atourdisposal.”

18 April 1990

IRAQ’S SADDAM: THE PRESIDENT-LEADER-MARSHAL

Saddam was born on 28 April 1937 near Tikrit and was raised in the
home of his maternal uncle, after the breakup of his parents’ marriage.
After his bid to attend the Iraqi national military academy was rejected, an
embittered Saddam turned to the Ba’ath Party. As a Party member, he took
partin the aborted assassination attempt against the ruler of iraq in 1959.
Wounded in the attack, he escaped Iraq and made his way to Syria, and in
1961, to Egypt, where he reportedly attended college. He returned in 1963,
after a successful Ba'ath coup in Baghdad. When the Ba‘athis were ousted
later that same year, Saddam was arrested and spent two years in prison.
He escaped and spent two years underground, planning the successful 17
July 1968 coup. Saddam became vice chairman of the Revolutionary
Command Council and de facto ruler of Iraq by eliminating any opposition.
InJuly 1979, he convinced then-President Ahmad Hassan Al-Bakr to resign,
and was named President of the Republic, Chairman of the Revolutionary
Command Council, Su};‘)reme Commander of the Armed Forces, and
Secretary General of the Ba‘ath Party.




again raised the long-standing question of ownership of the islands of Warbah and
Bubiyan, which it claimed are important for secure access to its ports on the Khawr
‘Abd Allah — the waterway leading to the Persian Gulf thatis the only alternative to
the closed Shatt Al-'Arab, cluttered with debris from the Iran-lraq war, sunken
vessels, tons of unexploded ordnance (including nerve and blister agent rounds), and
more than 10 years of silting. Iraq’s limited access to the sea had forced the country
torely on its neighbors’ ports since the Shatt was closed in 1980. (For example, Iraq’s
energy sector depended on the cooperation of Turkey and Saudi Arabia, whose
ports handled 90 percent of Iraqi oil exports.) Efforts to clear the Shatt had been
stymied by cost and difficulty. An lraqi-built canal from Al-Basrah to Az-Zubayr
could not handle large oil export vessels. In any case, vessels using this waterway
must pass near the Kuwaiti islands of Warbah and Bubiyan. If held by a hostile
government, the islands effectively could deny Iraqi access to the Persian Gulf.
Kuwait, however, had taken no action to deny Iraq access to the Gulf.

Iraq had demanded repeatedly the two islands be transferred or leased to it.
On 20 March 1973, Iraqi troops seized the Kuwaiti border post of As-Samitah and
Irag announced it was annexing a small strip of Kuwaiti territory near the Iragi port
city of Umm Qasr. Saudi Arabia immediately came to Kuwait’s aid and, with the
Arab League, secured lraq’s withdrawal. There was a minor border incident in this
area in 1983, but this issue was temporarily shelved in 1984 because of the pressures
of the war with Iran —Baghdad needed access to Kuwait's ports to import weapons
and ammunition. (Map I-3)

The issue of Bubiyan and Warbah islands was only part of the history of
contention between Irag and Kuwait. In 1961, when Great Britain ended its
protectorate over Kuwait, then Iragi Prime Minister ‘Abd Al-Karim Qasim asserted
that Kuwaitis an “integral part of Iraq,” because it had been part of the former
‘Ottoman province of Al-Basrah. Iraq threatened to exert its sovereignty over
Kuwait, but the resulting deployment of British troops to Kuwait forced the Iragis to
back down. Although subsequent regimes have relinquished this claim by
recognizing Kuwait's independence, Iraq never agreed formally to accept the
existing boundary between the two countries. Iraq, in 1990, also claimed Kuwait
was illegally extracting oil from the Iraqi-claimed Ar-Rumaylah oil field, which
straddles the de facto%oundary.

As the situation in July 1990 escalated from a war of words to deployment of a
massive Iraqi force north of Kuwait, Arab leaders sought to resolve the crisis
peacefully. Egyptian President Husni Mubarak and Saudi King Fahd offered their
good offices. These leaders arranged a meeting between Kuwaiti and Iragi officials
in Jiddah, Saudi Arabia, on 1 August. But the Iraqi representative, lzzat Ibrahim Ad-
Duri, walked out, complaining of Kuwaiti reluctance to discuss lraqi claims to the
islands or to for%ive Iraq’s debt to Kuwait. The Iraqi Deputy Prime Minister claimed
“no agreement has been reached on anything because we did not feel from the
Kuwaitis any seriousness in dealing with the severe damage inflicted on Irag as a
result of their recent behavior and stands against Irag’s basic interests.”
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Kuwait quite reasonably rejected Iraq’s demands for money and territory. It
had sought to ameliorate the crisis by concessions at the negotiation table. These
concessions included guaranteed loans to the Iragi government, and sharing of
revenue derived from the Ar-Rumaylah oil field. By this time, however, Iraqi forces
were on the move. Senior Iraqgi military officers captured during Operation Desert
Storm claimed the decision to invade had been made already in Baghdad.

In fact, Iraqi Republican Guard units had begun moving from garrisons around
Baghdad as Saddam made his 17 July speech accusing Kuwait (among others) of
cheating Iraq of oil revenue and of occupying territory belonging to Iraq. By 21 July,
a RGFC armored division had deployed just north of Kuwait. There were reports that
as many as 3,000 military vehicles were on the road leading south from Baghdad to
the Kuwaiti border. In two weeks, the bulk of the combat power of Iraq’s best




military force —the Republican Guard — was moved hundreds of kilometers into
positions that would permit an attack into Kuwait with almost no warning.
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By 1 August, there were eight RGFC divisions (two armored, one mechanized,
one special forces and four infantry) between Al-Basrah and the Kuwaiti border.
The rapidity of this buildup indicated the quality and extent of Iraqi staff planning.
Some units had moved as far as 700 kilometers from their home bases. The Iragis
had assembled almost 140,000 troops, supported by more than 1,500 tanks ang
infantry vehicles, plus the required artillery, and logistics. Iraqi air assets in the area
increased as well. Attack, fighter, and fighter-bomber aircraft moved into southern
air bases, as did assault helicopters. Air defense systems were deployed to protect
the assembling attack force. (Map I-4)

In retrospect, it appears Iraq probably never intended to come to terms with
Kuwait through negotiation. Rather, it may well have been that, in Iraq’s view, the
late-July political maneuverings and 1 August talks in Jiddah were only a pretext to



provide time for final preparations and to give an air of legitimacy to the coming
invasion.

IRAQI MILITARY CAPABILITIES, 1990

At the time of the invasion of Kuwait, the Iragi armed forces were, by any
measure, a formidable and battle-tested fighting force. Iraq began the crisis with
one of the world’s larger armies, equipped with great numbers of tanks, armored
personnel carriers and artillery, some of which were state-of-the-art models. It had a
sizable air force with many top-line fighters and fighter-bombers (F-1s, MiG-29s and
Su-24s) and a modern air defense command and control (C2) system. During the last
sixmonths of the Iran-Iraq war, the Iraqi army had demonstrated a capability to
conduct multi-axis, multi-corps, combined-arms operations deep into hostile
territory. The staff could conduct long-range planning; coordination of air and
artillery preparations; timing of movements and operations; coordination of
complicated logistics requirements; and movement of supplies, equipment, and
troops to the right place at the designated time. They had developed excellent
operational security and deception.

Iragi armed forces were structured similarly to the British forces, but their
operations were modeled more closely on Soviet armed forces. The senior military
echelonin Iraq is the General Headquarters (GHQ), which integrates operations of
the Republican Guard, Army, Navy, Air and Air Defense Forces, and Popular Army. It
is dominated by ground force officers.

Iraqi ground forces were the largest in the Persian Gulf at the time of the
invasion of Kuwait. They included the Republican Guard Forces Command, the
regular Army, and the Popular Army. Iragi ground forces had more than 5,000 main
battle tanks, 5,000 armored infantry vehicles, and 3,000 artillery pieces larger than
100mm. These forces were supported by enough heavy equipment transporters to
move a three-division heavy corps at one time. Iraqi troops were well practiced in
conducting short-notice division moves across considerable distances, as well as
other tactical operations.

The Iragi military supply and transportation infrastructure was extensive and
well-equippeg, with ample supplies of ammunition, water, food and fuels. A
modern transportation system had been built inside Iraq during the Iran-Iraq war to
ease unit movement to and from combat areas and to keep them supplied. The
logistic system was a hybrid of the Soviet system, in which materiel is delivered
forward from higher echelons before it is needed, and the British system, in which
lower echelons draw materiel as needed. In the Iragi system, materiel was sent
automatically from GHQ to the corps, based on estimated consumption
requilrements. Once at the corps depot, divisions and brigades drew replenishment
supplies.



OVERVIEW OF THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR

After the fall of the Shah and the rise to power of the Ayatollah Ruhollah
Khomeini, relations between Tehran and Baghdad deteriorated quickly.
Khomeini called for the overthrow of Iraq’s Ba'ath Party, actively supported
anti-Ba'ath groups, and aided assassination attempts against senior Iraqi
officials. Conversely, Iraq saw an opportunity to agrogate the 1975 Algiers
Treaty, which had established joint Iraqi-lranian control over the Shatt Al-
‘Arab by delineating the international border at the center of the navigable
channe{ Iraq believed its troops could defeat the Iranian armed forces,
badly disintegrated by the Iranian revolution.

Iraq launched a two-corps attack into Iran in September 1980 and
captured Iranian territory in the Arabic-speaking, oil-rich area of Khuzistan.
Saddam expected the invasion to resultin an Arab uprising against
Khomeini's fundamentalist Islamic regime. This revolt did not materialize,
however, and the Arab minority remained loyal to Tehran. After a month of
advances, the Iraqi attack stalled; for a time, the situation was characterized
by small attacks and counterattacks, with neither side able to gain a distinct
advantage. In 1982, when a major offensive failed, Saddam ordered a
withdrawal to the international borders, believing Iran would agree to end
the war. Iran did not accept this withdrawal as the end of the conflict, and
continued the war into Iraq.

Believin? it could win the war merely by holding the line and inflicting
unacceptable losses on the attacking Iranians, Iraq initially adopted a static
defensive strategy. This was successful in repelling successive Iranian
offensives until 1986 and 1987, when the Al-Faw peninsula was lost and
Iranian troops reached the gates of Al-Basrah. Embarrassed by the loss of
the peninsula and concerned by the threat to his second largest city,
Saddam ordered a change in strategy. From a defensive posture, in which
the only offensive operations were counterattacks to relieve forces under
pressure or to exploit failed Iranian assaults, the Iragis adopted an offensive
strategy. More decision-making authority was delegated to senior military
commanders. The success of this new strategy, plus the attendant change
in doctrine and procedures, virtually eliminated Iranian military capabilities.
The change also indicated a maturing of Iraqi military capabilities and an
improvementin the armed forces’ effectiveness.

Four major battles were fought from April to Aufgust 1988, in which the
Iraqis routed or defeated the Iranians. In the first offensive, named Blessed
Ramadhan, Iraqi Republican Guard and regular Army units recaptured the
Al-Faw peninsula. The 36-hour battle was conducted in a militarily
sophisticated manner with two main thrusts, supported by heliborne and
amphibious landings, and low-level fixed-wing attack sorties. In this battle,

(Continued on Page 11)




OVERVIEW OF THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR (CONTINUED)

the Iraqis effectively used chemical weapons (CW), using nerve and blister
agents against Iranian command and control facilities, artillery positions,
and logistics points.

Three subsequent operations followed much the same pattern,
although they were somewhat less complex. After rehearsals, the Iraqis
launched successful attacks on Iranian forces in the Fish Lake and Shalamjah
areas near Al-Basrah and recaptured the oil-rich Majnun Islands. Farther to
the north, in the last major engagement before the August 1988 cease-fire,
Iraqi armored and mechanized forces penetrated deep into Iran, defeating
Iranian forces and capturing huge amounts of armor and artillery. In the
fall of 1988, the Iraqis displayedin Baghdad captured Iranian weapons
amounting to more than three-quarters of the Iranian armor inventory and
almost haFf of its artillery pieces and armored personnel carriers.

Iraq’s victory was not without cost. The Iraqis suffered an estimated
375,000 casualties, the equivalent of 5.6 million for a population the size of
the United States. Another 60,000 were taken prisoner Ey the Iranians. The
Iraqi military machine — numbering more than a million men with an
extensive arsenal of CW, extended range Scud missiles, a large air force and
one of the world's larger armies — emerged as the premier armed force in
the Persian Gulf region. In the Middle East, only the Israel Defense Force
had superior capability.

Republican Guard Forces Command

The RGFC was Iraq’s most capable and loyal force, and had received the best
training and equipment. It began as an elite organization tasked with regime
protection. This organization served as the core around which to build an elite
offensive force, which grew dramatically during the last two years of the war with
Iran. Personnel recruited into the RGFC were given bonuses, new cars and subsidized
housing. Atthe end of the war with Iran, the RGFC consisted of eightdivisions.
Combined with its independent infantry and artillery brigades, the RGFC comprised
almost 20 percent of Iraqi ground forces. Most RGFC heavy divisions were equipped
with Soviet T-72 main battle tanks, Soviet BMP armored personnel carriers, French
GCT self-propelled howitzers and Austrian GHN-45 towed howitzers— all modern,
state-of-the-art equipment. RGFC armored battalions had nine more tanks than
Army tank battalions, giving them added firepower. Otherwise, the organization of
combat arms unitsin the Guard and regular Army appeared identical.
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The RGFC was subordinate to the State Special Security Apparatus, not the
Defense Ministry; it was believed to be under GHQ operational control during
combat. Although the Guard and regular Army were maintained as separate
institutions, they had demonstrated the ability to fight effectively in the same
offensive or defensive operation. The RGFC was the major assault force in each of
the 1988 multi-corps offensive operations that reclaimed the Al-Faw peninsula, Fish
Lake and the Majnun Islands from the Iranians. In these operations, regular forces
fixed the enemy while the RGFC attacked. These offensive operationsin 1988 were
notable for their detailed preparation and planning.

The Guard’s defensive mission was strategic reserve, withheld until it could
influence the battle decisively with a counterattack, or shore up collapsing Army
positions. To prevent the fall of Al-Basrah in 1987, 12 Guard brigades were
committed to battle. Without the determined RGFC defense, the Iranians would
have penetrated the Iraqi lines. In early 1988, RGFC elements again were sent
hurriedly to shore up a weakness in the Al-Basrah defenses in anticipation of an
expected Iranian offensive. GHQ usually reserved authority to commit the RGFC to
battle. The RGFC also was an important political force supporting Saddam, used to
counterbalance the regular Army in case of revolt or to deal with civil unrest.

Army

The regular Army in mid-1990 consisted of more than 50 divisions, additional
special forces brigades, and specialized forces commands composed of maneuver
and artillery units. Although most divisions were infantry, the Army had several
armored and mechanized divisions. Some armored units had a small amount of
modern Western and Soviet equipment, but most of the Army had 1960s-vintage
Soviet and Chinese equipment. Training and equipment readiness of Army units
varied greatly, ranging from good in the divisions that existed before the Iran-Iraq
war, to poor in the largely conscript infantry formations.

The basic operational level formation was the corps, which consisted of
several divisions and support units. Iraqi Army divisions were of three basic types:
armored, mechanized and infantry. Divisions normally consisted of three brigades,
division artillery, air defense, reconnaissance, combat support and combat service
support units, although temporary assignment of other units was common.
Armored and mechanized divisions were triangular in organization; armored
divisions had two armored brigades and a mec%anized brigade, while mechanized
divisions had two mechanized brigades and an armored brigade. Infantry divisions
were assigned three infantry brigades and a tank battalion. Iraqi divisions had at
least four artillery battalions, but often were augmented by additional battalions.
Armored and mechanized brigades normally consisted of four battalions. Armored
brigades had three tank and one mechanized battalions, while a mechanized
brigade had three mechanized and one tank battalion.
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Popular Army

The Popular Army was created in 1970 as the Ba’ath Party militia. These units
were poorly trained and equipped and, in August 1990, numbered approximately
250,000, down from 650,000 during the war with Iran. Originally restricted to party
members, the Popular Army’s mission was to secure the Ba‘ath regime against
internal opposition and provide a power base for the regime in case of a reqular
Army uprising. During the war with Iran, nonparty members were inducted into the
ranks and as many as 100,000 Popular Army members were integrated into the
regular Army and served for limited periods on the front lines. By 1990, however,
membership once again was restricted to Ba’ath Party members and its mission
restricted to rear area security.

Air Force

In terms of numbers of combat aircraft, the Iraqi Air Force was the largest in
the Middle Eastin August 1990. The quality of the aircraft and aircrew, however,
was very uneven. Its effectiveness was constrained by the conservative doctrine and
aircraft systems limitations. While Iraqi pilots performed some impressive, relatively
complex strikes with the F-1, air-to-air engagements were unimpressive. Lock on by
Iranian fighters generally would cause Iraqi pilots conducting offensive counter air
missions to abort their missions. Survival dominated their tactics, even when the
odds were overwhelmingly in their favor. Aerial engagements were characterized
by high-speed, maximum-range missile launches, and a lack of aggressive
maneuvering. Saddam had proven reluctant to commit the air force to combat,
preferring to keep it in reserve for a final defense of Baghdad and the regime. The
Iraqi Air Force had been used most effectively in the war with Iran against economic
targets such as oil facilities and tankers. During the war, tactics evolved from high-
altitude level bombing to low-level attacks with precision guided munitions (PGM:s).
Iraq not only imported cluster bombs and fuel-air explosives, but also had acquired
the technology to produce these weapons. Pilots had become adept at delivering
both conventional and chemical-filled munitions during the final 1988 offensives.

Irag had more than 700 combat aircraft in its inventory before the invasion of
Kuwait. Fewer than half of these aircraft were either third generation (comparable
to the US F-4) or fourth generation (comparable to US F-15 technology), and were
flown by pilots of marginal quality, compared with US aviators. These aircraft
included the Soviet MiG-29 and Su-24 (both fourth generation) as well as the
MiG-23, MiG-25, and the French F-1 (third generation). The rest of the aircraft were
1950s and 1960s Soviet and Chinese technology, and were flown by poorly trained
personnel. Nevertheless, under the proper conditions, even the older aircraft
models were effective.
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The 65 French-built F-1s and their pilots were the Iraqi Air Force elite. Irag had
acquired a wide range of weapons and electronic warfare gear for the F-1, including
laser-guided air-to-surface missiles. French-trained pilots exhibited a high degree of
skill and determination when attacking Iranian surface targets, and were more
willing to engage in air-to-air combat than their colleagues flying Soviet-built
aircraft. It was an Iraqi F-1 that fired two Exocet antiship missiles at the USS Stark
(FFG 31) in 1987. During the Iraqi offensives of 1988, F-1s equipped with PGMs
attacked Iranian armaments factories, oil refineries and facilities, bridges and
causeways, as well as merchant shipping in the Gulf.

Iraqi aircraft were deployed at more than 24 primary and 30 dispersal airfields
throughout the country. The main operating bases were well constructed, built to
withstand conventional attack. The Iraqis could shelter almost all their aircraft in
hardened shelters, some built by Yugoslav contractors to standards believed to be
able to withstand the effects of air burst detonations of tactical nuclear weapons.
Other air base facilities were placed in hardened shelters or took advantage of
natural protection, such as caves.

Air Defense Forces

Iraqi air defenses were redesigned after the Israeli raid on the Osirak nuclear
reactor in 1981. A network of radars, surface-to-air missiles (SAM) and antiaircraft
artillery (AAA) was installed, primarily concentrated around strategic and industrial
facilities in the Baghdad area. The national air defense operations center (ADOC) in
downtown Baghdad controlled Iraq’s air defenses. The ADOC maintained the
overall air picture in Iraq and established priorities for air defense engagements.
Subordinate to this facility were sector operations centers (SOC), each controlling a
specific geographic area. The SOC and the ADOC were connected by the French-
built Kari command and control system. This modern, computerized system linked
the diverse inventory of Soviet and Western radar and air defense weaponry. It
provided a redundant C2 capability.

Air defense weaponry included SA-2, SA-3, SA-6 and Roland SAM systems.
Additional air defense was provided by Air Force interceptors and organic Army
assets, including the SA-7/14, SA-8, SA-9/13, SA-16 missile systems, and the ZSU-23/4
self-propelled AAA system. In addition, the Iraqi air defense had more than 7,500
AAA pieces protecting all targets of value, some deployed on the roofs of numerous
buildings in Baghdad housing government facilities. These weapons — 57-mm and
37-mm AAA pieces, ZSU-23/4 and ZSU-57/2 self-propelled AAA systems, and
hundreds of 14.5-mm and 23-mm light antiaircraft weapons — formed the backbone
of the integrated air defense network. In major high value target areas (such as
Baghdad, airfields, chemical agent production complexes, and nuclear facilities) the
combined arms air defense could prove lethal to aircraft operating below 10,000
feet.
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The Iraqi air defense system was formidable, combining the best features of
several systems. The multi-layered, redundant, computer-controlled air defense
network around Baghdad was more dense than that surrounding most Eastern
European cities during the Cold War, and several orders of magnitude greater than
that which had defended Hanoi during the later stages of the Vietnam War. If
permitted to function as designed, the air defense array was capable of effective
protection of key targetsin Iraq.

Navy

The navy consisted of a collection of Osa guided-missile patrol boats and
numerous auxiliaries. Iraq’s Soviet-built Osas were outfitted with the Styx missile
with a maximumrange of 46 or 95 kilometers, depending on the variant. While
offensive capabilities were limited, the navy also had the 100-km range Silkworm
surface-to-surface missile, whose half-ton warhead could sink a frigate ordamage a
battleship.

Another weapon in the Iragi naval arsenal was a diverse inventory —
numbering in the thousands — of moored contact and bottom influence mines. Iraqi
mines were both imported and indigenously produced, reverse-engineered copies of
at least five foreign models. Iraq’s minelayers could lay extensive minefields in a
nonhostile environment. Moored contact mines detonate when struck and normally
are positioned at or below the water line, making detection possible but often
difficult. Bottominfluence mines, on the other hand, are extremely difficult to
detect because they are laid on the ocean floor. They can be programmed to
detonate in response to a variety of conditions, such as acoustic or magnetic stimuli,
or after a designated number of ships have passed. The effect of a bottom influence
mine is much more devastating than that of a contact mine.

Iraq realized the weakness of its navy; however, financial and political
problems prevented timely correction. In 1980, Iraq signed a $1.8 billion contract
with Italy for delivery of four Lupo class frigates, six Esmerelda class corvettes, one
Stromboli class replenishment oiler, and one floating dry dock. These vessels had not
been delivered by the time of the invasion of Kuwait. Further, Iran stated that any
attempt to bring the vessels to the Gulf would provoke an Iranian effort to block
their passage.

Short Range Ballistic Missiles

The Iraqgis had launched almost 200 Al-Husayn missiles at targets in Iran in the
February-April 1988 "War of the Cities.” The Iranians responded with fewer than 50
standard Scuds. This was the first time Baghdad could strike Tehran with missiles.
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Because the circular error probable of the modified Scud missiles was approximately
3,000 meters, targets were Iranian cities rather than discrete military installations or
facilities. Even with a small warhead, these attacks had great psychological impact
on Tehran’s population, causing almost one third of the residents to evacuate the
city. It also gave the Iragi population a psychological boost.

IRAQI MISSILE NAMES

Iraqi missiles were named for religious leaders or political causes. The
first modified Scud produced by Iraq was named the Al-Husayn, for the
grandson of the Prophet Muhammad and son of ‘Ali. Both are revered in
Shi‘a Islam, whose adherents comprise the majority in Iraq. ‘Ali was
martyred in An-Najaf, and Husayn was killed in Karbala, both in Iraq and
both now considered Shi‘a holy places. Saddam is a Sunni; the name Al-
Husayn may have been an attempt to appeal to the Shi‘a population.

The Al-Hijarah, meaning “The Stones” was named for the Palestinian
intifadhah, or uprising. The youth of the uprising are commonly known in
the Arabic press as the “Children of the Stones.” By naming the missile for
the preferred weapon of the intifadhah, Saddam attempted to tie his
weapons program (and anti-Israel stance) to the Palestinian problem.

By the middle of 1990, the Iragis had the basic Soviet-supplied Scud missile,
olus two indigenous variants. The Al-Husayn missile could reach targets at 600
<ilometers, and the Al-Hijarah could reach targets as far as 750 kilometers. (The Al-
Husayn and Al-Hijarah were used to attack Israel and Saudi Arabiain 1991.) Iraq’s
modified Scud missiles could be fired from standard Scud transporter-erector-
aunchers or Iragi-produced mobile erector-launchers. The Iragi Scud family of
missrijles(iould carry conventional (high explosive) or unitary and binary nerve agent
warheads.

In February 1990, US intelligence detected Iraq construction of five Scud-type |
missile fixed launcher complexes in western Iragq. These complexes eventually
contained 28 operational launchers. Assuming the standard 600-km flight trajectory
of Iragi-modified Scud missiles, missiles launched from the complexes could reach
the Israeli cities of Tel Aviv, Haifa, and the nuclear facility at Dimona in the Negev |
desert. These sites also could strike targets in Syria and Turkey. (Map I-5)
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Chemical Weapons.

By 1990, Iraq had the largest chemical agent production capability in the Third
World, annually producing thousands of tons of blister agent mustard and nerve
agents Sarin (GB) and GF. Sarin, a nonpersistent agent, is relatively easy to produce
from readily available chemical precursors. GF, a semipersistent nerve agent similar
to Soman (GD), was produced by the Iraqi research and development establishment
when Western nations restricted the export of chemical precursors required for
Soman. Iraqi delivery means, in addition to missile warheads, included aerial bombs,
artillery shells, rockets, and aircraft-mounted spray tanks. During the war with Iran,
Saddam exhibited the willingness to use CW against not only the Iranians, but also
his own Kurdish population. In the spring of 1988, Iraqi troops used CW against Iraqi
K#'[giSh igsu(;gents in the town of Halabjah. Thousands of civilian men, women, ang
children died.

Four years earlier, Iraq had become the first nation in history to use nerve
agents on the battlefield. While the agent was not used effectively in 1984, by the
beginning of 1988, the Iraqis had developed an effective offensive doctrine for the
use of nerve agents, which fully integrated CW into fire support plans. Both nerve
and blister agents were used successfully in the final offensives that defeated the
Iranians in 1988. These weapons were targeted specifically against command and
control facilities, artillery positions and logistics areas.

Biological Weapons

LETHALITY OF BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

Experimental data indicate botulinum toxin is about 3 million times
more potent than the nerve agent Sarin. A Scud missile warhead filled with
botulinum could contaminate an area of 3,700 square kilometers (based on
ideal weather conditions and an effective dispersal mechanism), or 16 times
greater than the same warhead filled with Sarin. By the time symptoms
occur, treatment has little chance of success. Rapid field detection methods
for biological warfare agents do not exist. Although botulinum can
debilitate in a few hours and kill in a little as 12, and anthrax takes two to
four days to kill, anthrax is more persistent and can contaminate a much
larger area using the same delivery means.

By the time of the invasion of Kuwait, Iraq had developed biological weapons.
Its advanced and aggressive biological warfare program was the most extensive in
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the Arab world. Although Baghdad stated in 1991 it was in compliance with the
1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, the program probably began in the
late 1970s and concentrated on development of two agents —botulinum toxin and
anthrax bacteria. (United Nations inspection teams were later to find evidence of
these two toxins, as well as clostridium perfingens.) Large scale production of these
agents began in 1989 at four facilities near Baghdad. Delivery means for biological
agenlts ranged from simple aerial bombs and artillery rockets to surface-to-surface
missiles.

Nuclear Devices Program

By 1990, Saddam had made the development of a nuciear device a high
priority project. The Iraqgi nuclear research program had reached the initial stages of
producing enriched uranium. Iraqi scientists were involved in the desi?n,
engineering and nonnuclear testing required to ensure the viability of a nuclear
device. The Iraqgis had pursued at least five techniques for enriching uranium; their
efforts using electromagnetic isotope separation had progressed the furthest. The
program still required foreign technology and equipment; Iraq’s covert
procurement network had obtained much of it.

In March 1990, a joint US-British sting operation prevented the illegal export of
US-built nuclear device-triggering components by Iragi front companies and Iraqi
Airways. In July 1990, the Defense Technology Security Administration discovered
that US-built skull induction furnaces (needed for melting and casting of metals such
asuranium, plutonium, and titanium) were destined for the Iraqi nuclear devices
program. Further research revealed that similar British-made furnaces were also on
order for the same research program. Both US and British shipments were haited.

Iraq did not have a nuclear device at the time of its invasion of Kuwait, although
it may have been able to assemble one or two crude nuclear explosive devices within
six months to one year, using the uranium in the French- and Soviet- supplied reactor
fuel. Although information on lragi nuclear devices development was limited at the
time of crisis, the conflict and resulting UN Special Commission inspections will
provide greater details on the scope and progress of the program.

Other Military Research and Development Programs

On 5 December 1989, Iraq launched an indigenously designed prototype
experimental space launch vehicle, the Al-'Abid. Although this vehicle was a crude
attempt at space launch technology, it was an impressive achievement. In
September 1988, the Israelis had placed a satellite in orbit; Saddam was eager to
demonstrate his nation’s technological achievements. The Al-'Abid appeared to
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have three stages; the first were enginesin an indigenously built airframe. The
second and third stages were inert,%ut needed for weight and aerodynamics. In
wide-scale press and television coverage of the launch, Saddam claimed his
engineers also had developed a 2,000-km range ballistic missile (the Tammuz, or
July) using similar technology.

In March 1990, British Customs seized parts for a “Super Gun,” called Project
Babylon by the Iragis. This 1,000-mm diameter bore weapon was designed to fire a
gun-launched guided rocket with conventional, chemical or nuclear warheads
hundreds of miles. Although the full-size weapon never was assembled (its
components were destroyed after the war under UN auspices), a 350-mm research
prototype had been fired at a site about 120 miles north of Baghdad.

CONCLUSION

It was this military machine that threatened the almost defenseless state of
Kuwait on 1 August. Despite the numerous efforts of Arab and international
diplomats and organizations, the Iragi leader continued to rattle his saber against
another Arab state. When the Kuwaiti Amir did not acquiesce to his demands,
Sﬁddam grdered his forces to attack. The resulting invasion shocked and outraged
the world.
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CHAPTER I

THE RESPONSE TO AGGRESSION

“If history teaches us anything, it is that we must resist aggression or it will destroy
our freedoms. ”

President George Bush
8 August 1990
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US RESPONSE- DRAWING A LINE

On 2 August, President Bush condemned the invasion, stating the seizure of
Kuwait and potential Iragi domination of Saudi Arabia through intimidation or
invasion presented a real threat to US national interests, requiring a decisive
response. The Presidentimmediately froze all Iraqi and Kuwaiti financial assets in
the United States to prevent Iraq from gaining access to this wealth. On 5 August,
after consultations with allies, President Bush characterized the invasion as “naked
aggression” and stated “this shall not stand.” The President decisively framed US
national policy objectives:

® immediate, complete, and unconditional withdrawal of all Iraqi forces
from Kuwait;

® restoration of Kuwait's legitimate government;
® security and stability of Saudi Arabia and the Persian Gulf; and
® safety and protection of the lives of American citizens abroad.

US military reaction to the invasion was immediate. Within one hour of the
start of the 2 August attack, the Department of Defense (DOD) ordered the USS
Independence (CV 62) battle group to move from near Diego Garcia in the Indian
Ocean to the Gulf of Oman. The USS Dwight D. Eisenhower (CVN 69) battle group
was ordered to sail to the eastern Mediterranean Sea in preparation for entering the
Red Sea. Two Air Force KC-135 tanker aircraftin the United Arab Emirates (UAE?
since 23 July were ordered to remain in the area. These aircraft were supporting
UAE combat air patrols over its oil facilities in response to Saddam’s accusations on
17 July.

On 5 August, three days after the invasion of Kuwait, the President dispatched
the Secretary of Defense to consult with King Fahd of Saudi Arabia. The Secretary
was accompanied by the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, the Commander-in-
Chief, US Central Command, and his Army and Air Force component commanders.
Meeting with the King on 6 August, the Secretary reiterated President Bush's pledge
of support for the Kingdom'’s security and stability and briefed the Saudi monarch on
the US assessment of the situation. The world’s premier oil-producing region — Saudi
Arabia’s Eastern Province — was within the easy reach of Saddam’s army. Iraqi forces
poised on the Saudi border had the ability, with little or no warning, to launch an
armored thrust into the oil fields, move down the coast, and close Saudi Arabia’s
Gulf ports. Such a move would have threatened the Kingdom's survival, and would
have allowed Saddam to control an additional 20 percent of the world's oil reserves,
in addition to the 20 percent he controlled already in Iraq and Kuwait. Iraqi control
of Saudi Arabia’s Gulf ports also would have made any military operations to
. recapture the seized territory extremely difficult and costly. Whether Saddam
actually planned to invade Saudi Arabia is unknown, but the ominous presence of
overwhelming military force at the Kingdom’s northern border, coupled with the
fresh evidence of his willingness to attack his neighbors, constituted a threat to the
vital interests of both Saudi Arabia and the United States. If Saddam’s conquest of
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Kuwait were not reversed, he would have been in a position to intimidate all the
countries of the Arabian Peninsula. Moreover, no effort to compel Iraq to withdraw
from Kuwait could succeed if Saudi Arabia remained vulnerable to Iraqi attack.

The Secretary of Defense underscored the US willingness to provide the forces
needed to defend Saudi Arabia, and emphasized US forces would leave the Kingdom
when the job was done. In response, King Fahd invited the United States to send
forces. President Bush immediately ordered DOD to begin deployments. (A detailed
discussion of US force deployments is in Chapter I, with supporting information in
Appendix E.)

INITIAL WORLD RESPONSE

The international coalition that opposed Saddam’s wrongful invasion was put
together almost as swiftly, largely through the President’s decisive leadership that
focused the international consensus against the aggression and galvanized the
nations of the world to act promptly and forcefully. The United States played a
leading role not only in opposing the invasion, but also in bringing together and
maintaining this unprecedented effort.

From the outset of the Gulf crisis, it was clear that American leadership was
needed. The United States was willing to assume the leading role both politically
and militarily, but did not want to be alone. America’s allies and friends understood
that. They joined the United States in the United Nation:s. They joined American
forces in the Gulf with soldiers, planes, ships, and equipment. They provided
financial assistance to front-line states and helped with the United States’
incremental costs. What was accomplished in terms of responsibility sharing was
unprecedented.

Nearly 50 countries made a contribution. Among those, 38 countries
deployed air, sea, or ground forces. Together, they committed more than 200,000
troops, more than 60 warships, 750 aircraft, and 1,200 tanks. They came from all
parts of the world, including Arab and Islamic countries. Their troops fought side by
side with American forces. They faced danger and mourned casualties as did the
United States. But they remained firmly committed to the Coalition.

Many countries contributed financially. They gave billions in cash to the
United States, and provided valuable in-kinc}lassistance, including construction
equipment, computers, heavy equipment transporters, chemical detection vehicles,
food, fuel, water, airlift, and sealift. They also gave billions in economic aid to
countries most affected by the crisis.

Perhaps most remarkable was the amount of support provided by Coalition

members to cover US incremental costs for the war. The contributions of US allies
would rank, by a considerable margin, as the world’s third largest defense budget,
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after that of the United States and the former Soviet Union. Few would have
imagined this level of participation. US allies provided $54 billion against the
estimated $61 billion of incremental costs. Roughly two-thirds of these
commitments were from the Gulf states directly threatened by Iraq, with the other
one-third largely coming from Japan and Germany.

Not only was unprecedented financial support forthcoming from friends and
allies as the Coalition confronted Saddam'’s aggression, but the governments also
worked effectively in common cause against the aggression. The diplomats
coordinated positions together at the United Nations, the combat forces planned
and fought effectively together, and the logisticians worked quickly and efficiently
to transport needed items to the Gulf. This cooperation greatly contributed to the
decisive victory over Iraqgi aggression. Itis not possible to detail here the responses of
every nation tKat stood against Iragi aggression; many are described throughout
thisreport. As an introduction, thissection briefly surveys some of these many
cooperative acts. (Detailed information about financial contributions isin Appendix
P, with amplifying information in Appendices Fand |.)

International Organizations

The United Nations played an active and important role. The nearly
unanimous manner in which the UN Security Council (UNSC) and the UN membership
as a whole responded during this crisis was unprecedented. Operations Desert
Shield and Desert Storm were conducted in accordance with UNSC resolutions and
Iraq’s refusal to abide by them. On 2 August, the UNSC passed Resolution 660,
condemning the invasion as a violation of the UN Charter and demanding Iraqi
withdrawal. The resolution passed 14-0, with Yemen abstaining. Four days later,
the UNSC passed Resolution 661, imposing a trade and financial embargo on Iraq
and establishing a special sanctions committee. This measure passed 13-0, with Cuba
and Yemen abstaining. After these and nine subsequent resolutions failed to end
the Iraqi occupation, on 29 November the UNSC authorized members to use “all
means necessary” to enforce previous resolutions if Iraq did not leave Kuwait by 15
January. (All applicable UNSC Resolutions are in Appendix B.)

The Arab League convened an emergency summit in Cairo one week after the
invasion. The summit passed a resolution calling for Iraq to withdraw from Kuwaiti
territory. The membership voted 12 for (Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Morocco,
Qatar, Bahrain, Somalia, Lebanon, Oman, UAE, Syria, and Djibouti); three against
(Iraq, Libya, and Palestine); two abstaining (Yemen and Algeria); three expressing
reservations (Jordan, Sudan, and Mauritania); and one absence (Tunisia). The
meeting was marked by heated rhetoricamong the Iraqi, Saudi and Kuwaiti
delegations.




Western Reaction

US allies in Western Europe responded immediately. In the United Kingdom
(UK), the prime minister froze all Iraqi and Kuwaiti assets. On 6 August, two
additional Royal Navy frigates were ordered to join the single British warship
keeping station in the Persian Gulf. This flotilla’s purpose was to show resolve and to
help enforce sanctions. Two days later, after a request by King Fahd, the UK
announced the start of what would be a major deployment of air and naval units as
part of the multinational command forming against Iraq.

Also acting quickly, France sent an additional frigate on 6 August to augment
two French warships already in the Gulf. Three days later, the Frenc president
announced he would commit ground units and advisers to Saudi Arabia although, in
keeping with past policy decisions, they would not subordinate their forces formally
to a multinational defense command. Initial French ground forces, code named
Force Daguet, deployed to Hafr Al-Batin, near the convergence of the Saudi, Iraqi
and Kuwaiti borders.

Italy, Spain and Germany declared that deploying American forces could use
their air and naval bases. Greece later pledged this same support. This access was to
become invaluable when the United States moved the VIl Corps from Germany to
Saudi Arabia late in 1990. Germany, whose constitution is interpreted to prohibit
contribution of forces outside of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, became a
major logistic and financial supporter of the Coalition effort. On 10 August, the
Canadian prime minister announced he would dispatch three ships — two destroyers
and a supply ship — to the Persian Gulf.

Turkey played a crucial role in early opposition to the Iraqi invasion. Before
the crisis, about half of Iraqi oil exports had passed through Turkey. Turkey's
decision to shut down the Iraqgi pipeline to the port of Ceyhan was vital in
eliminating Iraq’s ability to export oil and, combined with Saudi Arabia’s closure of
the Iraqgi Pipeline Saudi Arabia, contributed substantially to Iraq’s economic
isolation.

Turkish military preparedness forced Iraq to maintain a sizable force on its
northern border. Several squadrons of Turkish Air Force fighters and more than
50,000 troops were deployed to bases near the Iragi border. On 12 August, the
Turkish National Assembly gave the government power to declare war. This grant of
authority was an indication of how seriously Turkey viewed the invasion. Ultimately,
Turkey authorized the stationing of Coalition forces on its soil for operations against
Iraq.

Although it was not a Coalition member, the Soviet Union’s reaction was a key
element in the success of the overall effort. Had the Soviet government chosen to
oppose UN efforts, building a consensus would have been more difficult. Instead, on
2 August, the Soviets also demanded an immediate withdrawal of lraqi troops from
Kuwait. The Soviet governmentissued a statement that the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait
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“totally contradicts the interests of Arab states, creates new additional obstacles to
the settlement of conflicts in the Middle East, and runs counter to the positive
tendencies in improvementin international life.”

In Eastern Europe, former Warsaw Pact members and Yugoslavia all
supported the UN actions against Iraq — including the use of force — despite a
substantial economic burden posed by compliance with UN sanctions. All of the
Eastern European governments were Iraq’s creditors and lost substantial amounts of
money as a result of unpaid Iraqi debts and blocked exports. Poland,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, and Bulgaria responded to Iraq’s invasion of
Kuwait with a willingness to commit noncombatant military units or humanitarian
assistance to support the defense of Saudi Arabia. Many of these states granted
overflight rights for aircraft carrying troops and materiel to the Gulf. Eventually,
Czechoslovakia deployed a chemical defense unit to Saudi Arabia. Poland
dispatched a medical ship, and an additional 100 medical personnel to Saudi military
hospitals. Hungary provided a 37-man medical team that was attached to Saudi
forces.

Asian Reaction

Japan, heavily dependent on Middle East oil —itimports 12 percent of its
annual needs from Iraq and Kuwait —denounced the invasion as unlawful and a
rejection of the UN Charter. Japan’s constitution, written in the aftermath of World
War ll, allows maintenance of forces only to defend its own territory — interpreted as
proscribing deployments abroad. As a compromise, the Japanese prime minister
announced a six-point plan, which allowed Japan to make available civilian ships and
airplanes, butrestricted the cargo to food, medicine, and other noncombatant
items. Japan also agreed to pay for chartering aircraft and ships from foreign
countries. Aninitial grant of $1 billion was earmarked immediately for the
multinational forces in Saudi Arabia. Financial assistance was pledged for refugee
relief as well, and to nations suffering economically as a result of adhering to the
sanctions, specifically Jordan, Turkey, and Egypt.

The Chinese premier stated his government’s opposition to Irag’s invasion and
annexation of Kuwait. He further stated that China opposed any military
intervention by world powers, believing that Gulf and Arab affairs were best
handled by Gulf and Arab nations, or by the United Nations. On 5 August, the
Chinese announced they would end arms deliveries to Iraq. China supported all but
one UNSC resolutions concerning the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait; it abstained on
Resolution 678 authorizing use of all necessary means to enforce other UNSC
resolutions. In addition, on grounds that the use of force was premature at that
time, China insisted on deletion of the phrase “using the minimum degree of
military force” from the text of UNSC Resolution 665, which called for the
enforcement of sanctions against Iraq.

26



REGIONAL RESPONSE
Coalition Members in the Region

The Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) —Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, Qatar, the UAE,
Oman, and Kuwait - formed in 1981 as a reaction to the Iran-Iraq war, reacted
strongly. Kuwait's ambassador to the United States requested US military assistance
aslraqi troops crossed the border on 2 August. As American and other forces began
to deploy to Saudi Arabia, other GCC states committed forces, offered increased
access to bases, and provided logistic assistance. These contributions of the GCC
states, often attended by direct risks of Iraqi reprisals, proved important to the
overall effort.

Egypt played a particularly importantrole. Egyptian denunciation of the Iraqi
invasion of Kuwait was strong and immediate. When the invasion of Kuwait
occurred, the Egyptian president had been trying to defuse the crisis. Reportedly,
Saddam had assured him only a few days before2 August that Iraq would not resort
to military force to resolve ditferences with Kuwait. He regarded the action as a
breach of faith between fellow Arab leaders and the Arab Cooperation Council
members (Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, and Yemen). Egypt would become a major party in
the Coalition’s Arab/Islamic forces, sending more than two heavy divisions to Saudi
Arabia. Also, Cairo became a center for Kuwaiti exiles; with Egyptian government
support, Kuwaiti television, radio, and print media continued to report from Cairo
on the crisis to its citizens throughout the Middle East and Europe.

Relations between Baghdad and Cairo had been tense for some time. As
many as 800,000 Egyptians had been working in Iraq during the Iran-lIraq war. This
number had been reduced forcibly to about 500,000 by the summer of 1990, and was
a source of tension between Cairo and Baghdad. Remittancesto Egyptin 1989 had
totaled almost $550 million. On 2 August, these remittances ceaseg, as well as the
remittances from the approximately 185,000 Egyptians working in Kuwait. The
Egyptian government estimated the annualizec?(loss at $400 million to $600 million.

Syria, a long-time rival of neighboring Iraq, condemned the invasion of
another Arab state. Demonstrations erupted in Damascus, both in support of the
Kuwaiti ruling family, and against Western intervention. The Syrians joined other
regional states opposing Iraq and pledged deployment of a special forces regiment
to Saudi Arabia. The first Syrian troops arrived in Saudi Arabia in mid-August, at the
request of the Saudi government. Syria also moved two army divisions closer to its
largely undefended border with Iraq. In October, Damascus began deployment of
its 9th Armored Division to Saudi Arabia.

Morocco’s King Hassan deployed troops to defend Saudi Arabia. Although
other Arab Maghreb Union member states (Libya, Tunisia, Algeria and Mauritania
are Morocco’s partners) did not support the Iraqi invasion, they spoke out against
foreign intervention and did not join the Coalition.
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EGYPTIAN SUPPORT: PRESIDENTIAL LEADERSHIP

“We worked closely with the Egyptians and President Mubarak.
President Mubarak and King Fahd were really the two very strong leaders in
the Arab world that we worked with throughout this period.

"President Mubarak, on that very first weekend [after Iraq’s invasion
of Kuwait], was the first official | briefed after | talked with King Fahd and
had gotten President Bush’s approval to deploy the [US] force. | stopped,
landed in Cairo, and then flew down to Alexandria in a small little twin
engine prop plane that the US Army keeps at our embassy over there, and
landed right next to the Iraqi jet that was carrying the Iraqi Vice President
who was making the rounds and trying to drum up support for the Iraqi
position and justify their action of having invaded Kuwait. | had to wait to
getin to see President Mubarak, as he was seeing the Iraqis first. We did
not meet coming in. They kept me in a building across the street to avoid a
diplomatic confrontation.

“But | wentin to see President Mubarak and told him what we were
doing. He, of course, had been talking with President Bush. One of the
things that's characteristic throughout the whole crisis is the President
working the phones. Every placelwent, he had greased the skids, so to
speak, in front of me, which was enormously helpful, building on his
personal relationships. | told President Mubarak we were going to deploy
forces. He, at that point, had decided he wanted to convene the Arab
League in Cairo, which was vital, which he did a few days later.

“l asked him for a number of things — overflightrights, because we
had a lot of aircraft coming from the United States that would have to
overfly Egypt to get to Saudi Arabia — which he readily agreed to. I also
asked permission to pass one of our aircraft carriers through the Suez Canal.
The carrier was the Eisenhower, which was deployed in the Med, and we
wanted to immediately move it down to the Red Sea just off the Saudi coast
and provide air cover in case Saddam Hussein did make a move south.
President Mubarak said when do you want to move the carrier? Isaid
tonight. He said okay, and immediately signed up forit.”

Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney
December 1991
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Other Regional Responses

Iran condemned the Iraqgi invasion of Kuwait, but immediately declared its
neutrality. For the last decade, Iran had demanded the withdrawal of foreign forces
from the Gulf, especially US naval assets represented by ships of the Joint Task Force,
Middle East. After the American commitment to deploy troops to the area, Iran
labeled the move as “impudent” and called it a pretext to establish permanent
military bases in the area. Nevertheless, it also called on the United Nations to
respond to Saddam’s aggression.

Nations in the multinational Coalition were very concerned about possible
agreements between Tehran and Baghdad that would allow Iraq to import weapons
through Iranian ports in violation of UN sanctions. Concern was heightened by
Saddam’s sudden reversal of his position regarding sovereignty of the Shatt
Al-'Arab. In a surprise move, he accepted the thalweg (the center of the
navigational channel) as the sovereign boundary between the two countries. He
further withdrew all Iraqi forces from Iranian territory seized in the 1988 offensives.
In essence, he gave up all he had won in eight years of war with Iran. Although
there was smuggling of food, there is no evidence that Iran allowed weapons,
munitions, or military materiel to cross the border.

During Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm, most notably after
December, Iranian smugglers were a major source of foodstuffs to Iraq, in violation
of UN sanctions. The level of possible involvement of the Iranian government in
these sanctions violations is not known. During Operation Desert Storm, Iraqi pilots
flew more than 130 military and civilian aircraft to Iran where they remained
impounded after the war.

The Hrawi governmentin Lebanon was the first Arab League member state to
condemn Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait. Apart from some pro-lraqi demonstrations in
Palestinian camps in the south, Lebanon played no direct role in the crisis.

Jordan'’s actions were the subject of intense international scrutiny throughout
the crisis. Relations between Jordan and Iraq had been close since the beginning of
the Iran-Iraq war. Because Iraq’s sole outlet to the Persian Gulf was easily controlled
by the Iraniansin that conflict, Iraq had reached an agreement with Jordan for the
use of the Red Sea port of Al-’Agabah to import arms. The port and the associated
land route into Iraq became one of the immediate focal points for maritime
interception force scrutiny. An economically fragile Arab state, Jordan had received
low-priced Iraqi oil, as well as increased business opportunities with Iraqi merchants,
inreturn forlraqi use of Al-‘Agabah . -

The official level of Jordanian economic support for Iraq still is unclear. Some
trade continued in violation of UN sanctions, although at a much lower level than
before 2 August. The Jordanian government continued to accept Iraqi oil shipments,
also technically in violation of the UN sanctions. Smuggling at an undetermined
level almost certainly continued. Charitable and humanitarian groups were
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permitted to send food shipments through Jordan until 16 January and Jordan was
the primary exit point for hundreds of thousands of refugees leaving Irag and
Kuwait.

Some Arabs were vocal in their support of Iragi aggression. This was especially
the case with the Palestine Liberation Organization(zPLO . With the exception of the
Damascus-based Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine-General Command, all
PLO member organizations supported Saddam.

Two other vocal supporters of Saddam were Yemen and the Sudan. In the
Yemeni capital of Sana’a, demonstrations of support for Saddam took place outside
the American, British, Saudi and Egyptian embassies on 11 August. Some Yemenis
volunteered to enlist in the Iraqgi Popular Army, while students in Khartoum, Sudan,
demonstrated in solidarity with Iraq. Support from these quarters for Saddam was
more in the nature of a nuisance to the Coalition than an actual threat. However,
because of long-standing border disputes between Saudi Arabia and Yemen, and
between Oman and Yemen, that country’s alignment with Iraq had to be treated as
a potentially serious threat. A Yemeni invasion of southern Saudi Arabia or western
Oman could not have succeeded; however, such a move would have diverted
resources and attention away from the primary threat. Saudi Arabia remained
concerned about potential threats to the kingdom'’s security from Sudan and Yemen
throughout Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm. Saudi concerns led to its
expulsion of hundreds of thousands of Yemenis —a problem that continues in Saudi-
Yemeni relations.

YEMENI AND SUDANESE VOLUNTEER TROOPS

Although Sana’a and Khartoum claimed thousands of their citizens
volunteered to fight alongside Iragi forces in the defense of Kuwait, only a
few hundred progably went. Coalition forces captured some Yemenis and
Sudanese during Operation Desert Storm. At the 3 March military talks at
Safwan, lrag, between senior Coalition and Iragi officers, the Coalition
provided the Iragis an accounting of captured troops, including Yemeni and
Sudanese volunteers. The senior Iragi general disavowed any?(nowledge
of these two groups, claiming all his?orces in the KTO were Iraqgis.

Israeli Reaction

On 6 August, Israel stated it was prepared to participate in any military
attempt to prevent an Iraqgi attack on Saudi Arabia, if asked by the United States.
The Israeli prime minister warned Saddam an attack on Israel would “bring heavy
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disaster on himself.” Coalition leaders were worried an Israeli-lragi confrontation
would hinder creation of an international coalition and help Iraq shift attention
away from its aggression against a fellow Arab country. Throughout the crisis, the
United States worked closely with Israel to encourage a “low profile” posture.

The United States took unprecedented steps to persuade Israel not to respond
to the Iraqi Scud attacks and committed a significant part of its own air assets to Scud
suppression efforts. A special, secure communications link established between DOD
and the Israeli Ministry of Defense enabled immediate and frequent contact
between senior US and Israeli officials. Near-real-time warning of Iragi Scud missile
attacks on Israel gave the Israeli populace as much as five minutes to take shelter
before missile impact. In the fall of 1990, the President authorized the transfer of
two Patriot air defense missile batteries to Israel, and the training of Israeli crews for
their operation. After the initial Scud attacks, Israel agreed to accept four additional
Patriot batteries, to be manned by US troops. Finally, the Central Command devoted
a substantial amount of its air power to combat the Scud threat. The President twice
sent the Deputy Secretary of State and the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy to
Israel to reaffirm the US commitment to Israel’s security, to ensure US objectives
were clearly understood, and to coordinate the common response to the crisis.

Israel’s decision to restrain its own military response denied Saddam one of his
key objectives, was crucial in keeping Jordan from becoming engulfed by the war,
and contributed substantially to holding the Coalition together. The increased US
cooperation with Israel was, in turn, crucial to its decision to exercise restraint in the
face of extreme provocation. While there never was any doubt about Israel’s will to
defend itself or about the capability of its professional military, itis also clear that
Israeli restraint was in its own best national interests; was its best policy option; and
was overwhelmingly supported by the Israeli public, senior leadership, and strategic
policy makers. Israel’s extraordinary restraint, however, not only was in its best
interests, but also in the best interests of the United States, the other Coalition
members, and Jordan.

IRAQI FOLLOW-UP TO THE INVASION
Political Maneuvering

Immediately after the invasion of Kuwait, Iraq began campaigning for public
support. This effort included defaming Kuwait's ruling family and portraying Iraq as
the champion of anticolonialism, social justice, Arab unity, the Palestinian cause, and
Islam. In an apparent move to defuse initial international condemnation of its
invasion of Kuwait, Saddam announced Iraqi troops would begin pulling out of
Kuwait on 6 August. In the first days foIIowin%the invasion, he had justified the
invasion with the fiction that Kuwaiti officers had engaged in a coup d’etat against
the Amir. These officers had “invited” Iraq to send forces to assist them. Now,
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Saddam announced to the world the group that had conducted the coup was now in
full control of Kuwait, and Iraqi troops would return to garrison.

There was a suitably staged “withdrawal” near the northern Kuwait border
station at ‘Abdally. This was recorded by the press and videotapes of a few tanks
loaded aboard tank transporters were released for broadcast. Atthe same moment,
however, at least four more heavy Iraqi Army divisions were deploying into Kuwait
from Iraq. In addition to reinforcing Iraqi forces in Kuwait, Saddam took action on
another front.

On 8 August, Iraqi media began broadcasting threats that regimes
cooperating with the United States would be destabilized. The focus of these
threats was Saudi Arabia and Egypt, which Saddam blamed for organizing Arab
opposition to Iraq. Two days later, Iraq indicated it no longer recognized the
legitimacy of the ruling family of Saudi Arabia. An extensive media disinformation
campaign was begun to support this announcement. Two anti-Saudi radio stations
named “Voice of Holy Mecca” and “Holy Madinah” began broadcasting programs
condemning the Saudi royal family for allowing US “infidel” soldiers to defile the
Islamic holy places with “alcohol, whores, and all kinds of heroin and narcotics.”
Public diplomacy and psychological warfare initiatives by Iraq would continue
throughout the crisis.

On 12 August, Saddam stated he would not withdraw Iraqi forces from
Kuwait unless all "issues of occupation” in the Middle East were resolved. He
specifically called for Israel to first withdraw from the occupied West Bank and Gaza,
and Syria to withdraw its military forces from Lebanon. The Iraqi leader also
proposed defusing the current crisis by replacing US and Egyptian forces deployed to
Saudi Arabia with UN troops.

Iraqi Atrocities

After Kuwait was firmly under Iraqi military control, Iragi Popular Army
“volunteers” began arriving in Kuwait. They were accompanied by members of the
Iraqi Intelligence Service and the Directorate of Military Intelligence. The new
arrivals’ mission was to establish stringent control mechanismsin Kuwait City. They
immediately went about their task with unbridled brutality. Kuwaiti resistance to
Iraqi rule was systematically sought out and dealt with ruthlessly. The Kuwaiti
Resistance fought the invaders for weeks after the Kuwaiti armed forces had been
forced to evacuate the country. They continued to attack Iraqi soldiers, equipment,
and facilities until the Iraqis inflicted brutal reprisals against whole neighborhoods.
Evenin the face of these horrible punishments, Kuwaitis continued to risk their lives
to shelter innocent foreigners, including Americans.
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Kuwaitis and foreigners fleeing Kuwait reported arrests and abuse on a grand
scale. Influential Kuwaitis were rounded up and taken away, many to detention
centersin Iraq. Iraqi intelligence and security officials combed the city, armed with
lists of names of Kuwaitis who might prove troublesome to their rule. These lists
were compiled by the extensive Iragi intelligence network. Asthese persons were
removed from the city, bus loads of Iraqi citizens began arriving to move into their
homes, part of a campaign to resettle the “19th Province” with loyal Iraqi citizens.

Physical abuse and brutality were common. There are numerous reports of
rapes of Kuwaiti and foreign women, often in the presence of family members.
Anyone detained by Iraqi authorities was subject to torture, often resulting in death.
Iraqi intelligence and security officials converted Kuwaiti schools and other public
buildings to detention and interrogation centers. Summary executions were
common. The Kuwaiti government estimates more than 1,000 civilians were
murdered during the Iraqi occupation. Hundreds of people remain unaccounted for,
and Kuwait claims more than 2,000 of its nationals still are being detained in Iraq.

All Kuwaiti citizens and residents were protected by the Geneva Conventions
for the Protection of War Victims (12 August 1949). Kuwaiti armed forces members
captured by Iragi troops were entitled to treatment as prisoners of war. As an
occupying power, Iraq had specific obligations to the civilian population of Kuwait.
Kuwaiti resistance fighters captured by Iraqi forces were entitled to certain
fundamental rights, such as protection from torture, and a regular trial for alleged
offenses. All of these obligations frequently and systematically were breached
throughout the seven-month Iraqi occupation. (See Appendix O for a discussion of
the role of the law of war in the conflict.)

Soon after Iraqi gains in Kuwait had been consolidated, Baghdad began the
organized, systematic plunder of the conquered country. In mid-August, flatbed
trucks began loading shipping containers at the Ash-Shuwaykh port. Later, Iraqi
ships were used to transport cargo to the Iraqi port of Umm Qasr. From there, the
cargo was redistributed throughout Iraq by barge and truck. Large quantities of oil
pipe sections and related materials also were shipped to Umm Qasr from Ash-
Shuwaykh.

Iragi troops broke into the Central Bank of Kuwait and removed the country’s
gold and currency reserves, which were transported by truck convoy to Baghdad.
National museum holdings and government records also were transported to
Baghdad or destroyed. Soldiers looted the gold and gem markets of the city and the
homes of wealthy merchants, taking virtually anything of value. Almost all vehicles
were taken by Iraqgi soldiers; the more expensive vehicles were loaded onto heavy
equipment transporters and taken to Iraq; many were stripped for parts to be sold
on the black markets in Iraq.

After Saddam announced the annexation of Kuwait as Iraq’s 19th province,
Iragi occupation officials began the relicensing of all vehicles remaining in Kuwait.
The new license plates were standard Iraqi plates, with the word “Kuwait”
appearing in the province identification block. Vehicle registration became a
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control mechanism for the occupation authorities. Foreigners — mostly Jordanians
and Palestinians — allowed to leave Kuwait by vehicle through Iraq to Iran or Jordan,
were required to display the new Kuwait province license plates before leaving Iraq.

Iraqi Hostage Taking

At the time of the Iragi invasion of Kuwait, there were an estimated 3,000
Americans living in that country, in addition to thousands of other Westerners. Less
than 10 days after the 8 August announcement that it had annexed Kuwait as its
19th province, Iragi officials began the systematic rounding up of Western and
Japanese nationalsin Kuwait. They were detained in hotels in Kuwait City or
transported to Baghdad. Those taken to Baghdad hotels were permitted contact
with their diplomatic representations. The Iraqis appear to have respected the status
and immunity of diplomatic personnel in Baghdad; however, this became an issue in
Kuwait. Iraqi officials informed foreign ambassadors in Kuwait City that since
Kuwait no longer was a sovereign state, embassies no longer were appropriate; all
diplomatic functions were to be conducted in Baghdad. A deadline was set for the
embassies to close, at which time the diplomatic status of the representatives would
expire. Iraqi occupation forces cut off water and electricity supplies to the embassies
that refused to close and move their functions to Baghdagl.

During the second week of August, the US Embassy in Baghdad received
reports that Americans without diplomatic statusin Iraq were to be taken to
strategic installations as “human shields.” There were about 500 Americansin Iraq
at the time of the invasion. Many were seized during the next few days and
detained at the Ar-Rashid Hotel. On 19 August, Saddam announced that as many as
10,000 Westerners would be sent to strategic sites to deter attacks. From the Ar-
Rashid, these Americans and others were transported to power plants, oil
production facilities and strategic military installations. On 20 August, President
Bush labeled the detainees as hostages and demanded their immediate release.

Saddam’s detention of Westerners for use as human shields was not limited to
foreigners living in Kuwait and Iraq. More than 350 passengers on a British Airways
747 enroute to India that had landed at Kuwait's international airport for a one-
hour refueling stop were detained. Many, including a 10-year-old American girl
traveling alone, were taken to the Ar-Rashid and Al-Mansur Melia hotels in
Baghdad. The girl later was turned over to the US Embassy. On 28 August, Saddam
announced that all women and children being held hostage would be allowed to
leave Iraq, although the departures did not begin until 6 September.

After limited hostage releases in late October, mostly as a result of appeals to
the Iraqi leader by governments and private organizations, Saddam announced on
18 November that all hostages would be freed between 25 December and 25 March
if peace continued in the region. On 3 December, Irag announced that 1,100 Soviet
nationals would be allowed to return home, followed the next day by an
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“"HUMAN SHIELDS"

Iraqi Foreign Minister Tariq ‘Aziz claimed that Baghdad had detained
foreign guests as a prudent peacemaking gesture, stating, “Our people and
their representatives simply want to feel safe from a US attack on Iraq.”

Information Minister Latif Nusayyif Jasim, in remarks directed at
President Bush’s claim that foreign detainees were being mistreated, said
“Iraq’s guests were being provided with all the means necessary for their
comfort,” in keePing with Arab and Islamic traditions of hospitality. He invited
relatives of the “guests” to visit them for Christmas and New Year holidays.

Despite these claims, information from released detainees indicated that
hostages — those sent to strategic sites as human shields - lived in appalling
conditions, including poor to inedible food, unsanitary facilities, Iac‘li of medical
care, and exposure to toxic waste.

announcement of the Iragi Revolutionary Command Council that all 3,200 Soviets in
Iraq were free to leave. Although never used as human shields, the Soviets, mostly
civilian contractors, had been barred from leaving the country.

It was not until 6 December that Saddam announced that all hostages would
be released at once. The first hostages to be freed as part of this release left iraq on
9 December. Many others who had been in hiding in Kuwait were repatriated as
well. All detainees and hostages who wished to leave did so in the next few days.
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Chapterlll

THE MILITARY OPTION-OPERATION DESERT SHIELD

“I view very seriously our determination to reverse this aggression. There are an
awful lot of countries that are in total accord with what I've just said, and we will be
working with them all for collective action. This will not stand. This will not stand,

this aggression against Kuwait. “

President Bush
5 August 1990
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US NATIONAL POLICY OBJECTIVES

® Immediate, complete, and unconditional withdrawal of all Iraqi forces from
Kuwait;

® Restoration of Kuwait’s legitimate government;

® Security and stability of Saudi Arabia and the Persian Gulf; and

e Safety and protection of the lives of American citizens abroad.

MILITARY SITUATION, AUGUST 1990

The Iragi occupation of Kuwait was a difficult and urgent problem for US
military planners. Iraqgi forces, consolidating in Kuwait, appeared to be massing for
possible further offensive operations into Saudi Arabia. By 6 August, the day before
the first US force deployments, 11 Iraqi divisions were in or deploying to Kuwait. Far
exceeding occupation requirements, Iraq had more than enough forces to launch an
immediate invasion of Saudi Arabia’s oil-rich Eastern Province. Intelligence reports
indicated Iraqi units were being positioned along the Saudi border, while
reinforcements continued to arrive in Kuwait.

If the Iragis were contemplating an attack on Saudi Arabia, a course of action
deemed possible by both the United States and Saudi Arabia in August, intelligence
estimates identified three avenues of approach (Map lll-1). First, the area along the
Saudi coast road which runs through Al-Mish’ab, Al-Jubayl and Ad-Dammam seemed
the most likely avenue, since it offered the most direct, high speed route to the port
areas and coastal facilities. Although somewhat restricted by marshy salt flats, called
sabkhas, near Al-Mish’ab, the coastal road favored armor, mechanized forces and
accompanying logistics vehicles. Captured Saudi desalinization plants also would
provide advancing lragi columns essential water. The coastal area, however, was
mostly flat or gently rolling terrain that offered defenders excellent observation and
fields of fire. Advancing Iraqi forces would be exposed to long-range air and ground
weapons. The most defgensible terrain was about 40 miles northwest of Al-Jubayl,
where several low hillsdominate surrounding terrain and numerous Saudi rock and
limestone quarries created obstacles.

The second avenue of approach ran from central Kuwait west of Al-Wafrah,
across the Saudi border to the Trans-Arabian Pipeline (Tapline) road and then
southeast to the coastal road. Although it only contained a few unimproved desert
roads, Iraqi forces on this avenue could bypass the sabkhas that restricted off-road
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movement along the coast while still enabling them to seize the key coastal
objectives of Al-Jubayl and possibly Ad-Dammam. Desert terrain was almost devoid
of any vegetation and predominantly consisted of flat or rolling terrain, excellent for
both armor maneuver and long-range defensive fires. Cover and concealment was
almost nonexistent, which would expose advancing forces to air attack. Other than
a small oasis village near Al-Kibrit, the area contained no water sources between
Kuwait and the town of An-Nu’ariyah along the Tapline Road, which would have
constrained logistically any advance of large forces.
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A third avenue, which Coalition planners assessed to be the least likely option,
led from Kuwait straight for Riyadh on unimproved roads, soft sand, and
mountainous desert. Although Riyadh’s capture would have given the Iraqis a
decisive political and military victory, the long desert distances, extremely rough
terrain, and vulnerability to air attack while in the numerous narrow passes that
channelized movement, made this option impractical. North of Riyadh, the desert
turned to soft sand, which would have slowed advancing armor and, more
important, the truck-mounted logistics tail. Absence of water, lack of roads to move
the large quantities of fuel, water, and other supplies required by an army equipped
with modern weapons, probably would have overtaxed the Iraqi logistics system.

Planners and intelliﬁence analysts viewed the coastal area north of Ad-
Dammam as crucial to bot

an attacking Iraqi force and the Coalition defense
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efforts. Forthe Coalition, loss of or serious damage to the port facilities at Al-Jubayl
and Ad-Dammam would have made any force buildup in theater extremely difficult.
For the Saudis, the loss of oil, port, water, and industrial facilities at Al-Khafji, Al-
Mish’ab, Al-Manifah, Al-Jubayl, and Ras Tanurah would have been aserious
economic and political blow. By seizing these areas, the iragis not only could have
prevented a rapid Coalition military buildup, but also would have placed themselves
in a politically strong position to negotiate a solution to the crisis on Baghdad’s
terms. They also could have achieved an important strategic victory, both in military
and political terms. The mere threat of capture or destruction of these facilities by
the large forces massing in Kuwait was seen as placing the Saudi governmentin.a
position that could have shifted the region’s power balance substantially.

MILITARY OBJECTIVES OF OPERATION DESERT SHIELD

On the morning of 2 August, the Commander-in-Chief, Central Command
(CINCCENT) briefed the Secretary of Defense, his key advisors, and the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) on two options for the use of military forces in
response to the Iragi invasion of Kuwait. One option involved retaliatory air strikes
against targetsin Iraq; the other involved deployment of air and grounc}Iforces in
accordance with draft Operations Plans (OPLAN) 1002-90, Defense of the Arabian
Peninsula. Two days later, at Camp David, the CJCS and CINCCENT briefed the
President on available military options. CINCCENT discussed in detail the numbers
and types of forces required to defend Saudi Arabia should that be necessary,
estimating 17 weeks would be required to deploy all forces. The President, aware of
the regional sensitivities of a large US military presence, made the decision that, if
invited, the United States initially would deploy enough forces to deter further iraqi
attack, defend Saudi Arabia, anJenforce UN resolutions, retaining the option to
deploy more forces if needed to eject Iraq from Kuwait.

US military objectives during Operation Desert Shield were to:

® develop a defensive capability in the Gulf region to deter Saddam Hussein
from further attacks;

® defend Saudi Arabia effectively if deterrence failed;

® build a militarily effective Coalition and integrate Coalition forces into
operational plans; and, finally,

® enforce the economic sanctions prescribed by UNSC Resolutions 661 and
665.

These objectives provided planning staffs with the necessary direction to develop
options and concepts.
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A post-Vietnam survey of key military leaders who commanded
relatively large forces during that conflict revealed many were, at times,
unsure of the war’s objectives. Those who commanded, as well as those who
served, during the Gulf crisis did not suffer the same misgivings. Little
confusion existed within Coalition military establishments as to what military
force was expected to accomplish. Clear statements of goals helped instill
confidence and eased the formulation of military objectives.

CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS - OPERATION DESERT SHIELD

While Saudi forces established a thin defensive line along the Kuwait border,
initial deployment of US ground forces secured key facilities to ensure uninterrupted
follow-on deployments. This placed US units in positions from which they could
support Coalition forces in any defensive battle. Ports and airfields along the Gulf
coast, primarily Al-Jubayl and the Dhahran complex, were chosen since they offered
the best unloading facilities and were near the primary avenue of approach for an
Iragi invasion. Thus, Saddam Hussein would be forced to fight US forces on the
ground soon after attacking. Both land- and carrier-based air forces provided
iImmediate combat power able, if necessary, to inflict severe casualties on advancing
Iragi mechanized columns. They also would be able to begin a limited strategic air
campaign to reduce Iraqi military capabilities and isolate Saddam Hussein. Naval
forces would seal off the region, enforcing the UN embargo against Iraq.

Based on these decisions, CINCCENT developed a concept of operations and
began detailed planning. The initial deployment of air, naval, and light ground
forces was intended to establish combat forces in theater quickly to deter an Iraqi
ground attack and defend key ports and airfields along the Saudi northern Gulf
coast. As heavier ground forces arrived in Saudi Arabia, defensive dispositions were
to be expanded to block the two eastern avenues of approach. Continuing arrival of
armored forces would let CINCCENT counterattack any attacking Iraqi forces with a
strong mechanized reserve.

The area defense concept called for establishing initial defenses near Al-
Jubayl and Dhahran, and using air power to reduce substantially the combat power
of attacking Iraqi forces. The idea was to rely on an enclave strategy to hold key
ports and airfields or, in essence, trade space for time while US combat forces
deployed to Saudi Arabia. Coalition airpower in conjunction with Saudi land forces
in the forward area would bear the initial brunt of an Iraqi attack. During thisinitial
phase, CINCCENT considered air power crucial to delaying an Iragi attack. In early
August, Central Command’s (CENTCOM) Air Force planners had developed the
“D-Day” air plan, with the objectives of maintaining air superiority over the Arabian
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SHIFT IN SWA POLICY AND PLANS

In the fall of 1989, in the course of the Department of Defense’s (DOD)
regular planning process, the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (USD(P))
recommended a shift in focus in the Persian Gulf. During most of the 1980s,
security concerns in the Persian Gulf focused on the Soviet Union as the
primary threat. Now, however, the USD(P) and the Commander-in-Chief,
Central Command (CINCCENT) judged that this was no longer the primary
threat. Instead, the disruption of the regional balance of power caused by
Iraq’s decisive defeat of Iran, the rowinfg ambitions of Iraq, and the sharp
disparity between its forces and t?iose of the wealthy oil-producing nations of
the Arabian Peniinsula pointed to the growing possi¥)i|ity of regional, vice
Soviet, threats to US interests in this vital region. During planning
deliberations, the Secretary of Defense emphasized the importance of the
Persian Gulf. Accordingly, the Secretary directed DOD to sharﬁen its ability to
counter regional conflicts on the Arabian Peninsula. In turn, the Chairman,
Jointﬁhiefs of Staff directed CINCCENT to develop war plans consistent with
this shift.

In the Spring of 1990, Central Command (CENTCOM) re-evaluated its
operations plans for the Persian Gulf region in light of the new regional
strategic and military situation. A new concept outline plan was completed in
late spring. The outline plan included an estimate of the forces needed to
respond to a regional threat. Based on thetplan, the CENTCOM staff developed
draft operations plan. InJuly 1990, the draft plan was tested during Exercise
Internal Look 90. The exercise validated tactical concepts, logistics plans, and
force requirements. The lessons learned served as a basis for subsequent
deployments and operations during Operation Desert Shield.

Peninsula, establishing air superiority over Kuwait and southern Iraq, and attacking
Iraqi forces. Behind the Saudi units, US ground forces were considered essential to
defending arrival airfields and ports. Use of the ports and airfields at Al-Jubayl and
Ad-Dammam placed US ground forces in blocking positions along the anticipated
direct path of any advancing lraqgi forces.

The Saudis expressed some concern with the concept of operations.
Understandably, the Saudis sought to defend all their territory and population
centers. CINCCENT focused on defending key areas given the limited forces
available. Desiring a forward defensive strategy that would place US forces along
the Kuwait border and protect all Saudi territory and population, the Saudis
suggested US forces enter through the northern ports of Ras Al-Khafji and Ras Al-
Mish’ab rather than further sout?w. US planners advocated a concept of operations
which would force the Iraqgis to extend themselves and subject their forces to
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Coalition airpower and superiority in mobile warfare. These differing views did not
affect the arrival and initial positioning of US forces. The discussions of alternatives
continued until November when growing force levels had substantially eased the
defensive problem. An interim combined operations order was puinsKed on 20
August. Intended to ensure US commanders understood Saudi defensive plans, it
authorized liaison and coordination between US and Saudi units. This close liaison
between commanders characterized much of the defensive planning and operations
during Operation Desert Shield.

INITIAL DEPLOYMENT OF US MILITARY FORCES

After the decision to deploy US forces, the question facing CENTCOM and
Saudi planners involved the order in which forces should be deployed and how those
forces should be used. Pre-crisis planning had assumed 19 days of pre-hostility
deployments and nine more days of deployments after hostilities began would be
availaﬁle before lead enemy elements reached defensive positions near Al-Jubayl.
The emerging situation indicated these assumptions were too optimistic. A credible
deterrence required the early presence of substantial numbers of combat units. The
same sorts of forces would be required to defend Saudi Arabia if deterrence failed.
However, available sealift meant the buildup of heavy ground forces would take
several weeks, if not months. The overall intent of all deterrence and defense
options was to confront Iraq with the prospects of unacceptable costs and a widened
conflict with the United Statesif it launched further attacks.

A crucial CINCCENT decision was made early in the crisis. To ensure the
greatest amount of ground combat power was available as soon as possible,
CINCCENT accelerated deployment of combat forces and deferred deployment of
theater logistics forces. He specifically requested Air Force (USAF) A-10 units and the
Army 3rd Armored Cavairy Regiment (ACR) be moved up in the deployment
schedule to get more antiarmor assets into Saudi Arabia assoon as possible. As a
result, many ground combat units found themselves relying on organic supplies and
equipment, initial combat sustainment, host nation support (HNS), and afloat
prepositioned supplies. Although many units were largely self-sufficient initially,
some combat units began to experience shortages. Both the 82nd Airborne Division
and the 24th Infantry Division (Mechanized) relied for a short time on HNS and on
Marine Corps (USMC) forces for resupply of food and water. The theater logistics
structure did not mature until mid-November. Although placing arriving units in a
somewhat precarious logistics position, the decision to deploy primarily combat
forcesin August and September let CINCCENT place a capable defensive and
deterrent force in theater rapidly during the crucial weeks when the Iraqis greatly
outnumbered the Coalition.

USMC and USAF units were not as severely affected as Army units by

CINCCENT's decision to deploy ground combat forces before their logistics. Marine
Expeditionary Brigades (MEB) are structured and deploy as integrated air-ground-
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logistics task forces. Able to draw on up to 30 days’ supplies and equipment from
Maritime Prepositioning Squadrons (MPS) ships, and with organic combat service
support units, the MEBs proved largely self-sufficient. Arriving USAF squadrons
deployed with organic aviation support packages designed to support 30 days of
flight operations. Other support requirements were drawn from USAF
prepositioned stocks or the host nation. Still, by C + 60, both the USAF and USMC
suffered from a lack of common item support normally provided by a theater
logistics structure.

The initial order to deploy combat forces to the Gulf was issued on 6 August.
CENTCOM began to deploy its combat forces on 7 August, marking the beginning of
Operation Desert Shield. Maritime Prepositioning Squadrons based at Diego Garcia
and Guam sailed while USAF fighters and a brigade from the 82nd Airborne Division
began deployment by air. (Consideration had been given to sailing MPS as early as 2
August to shorten response time and signal US intent; however, sailing orders were
wit hel)d until the President’s decision to deploy air and ground forces to the
region.

<

Figure lll-1
USS Dwight D. Eisenhower Moves Through the Suez Canal-
August, 1990



Even before Operation Desert Shield began, the United States had combat
forces in the region. Two carrier battle groups with more than 100 fighter and
attack aircraft, and more than 10 surface combatant ships were directed to the Gulf
region on 2 August. The carrier USS Independence (CV 62) and her battle group
sailed from near Diego Garcia to the Arabian Sea, while the USS Dwight D.
Eisenhower (CVN 69) battle group moved to the eastern Mediterranean Sea in
preparation for entering the Red Sea. In the Persian Gulf, six Navy ships, on station
as part of the permanent Joint Task Force Middle East, were placed on alert and
began active patrolling. Naval forces in the region soon began active operations as
part of the UN embargo, beginning maritime intercept operations (MIO) in mid
August, which would continue throughout the crisis. (See Chapter IV for a detailed
discussion of MIO.) Two USAF KC-135s and a mobile operations center (MOC) also
were operating in Abu Dhabi as part of a United Arab Emirates-requested
deployment, Operation Ivory Justice. The MOC provided the only land-based secure
satellite communications during the initial weeks of Operation Desert Shield. These
naval and air units were, initially, the only substantial forces in theater.

Within a day of notification, USAF F-15C fighter aircraft of the 1st Tactical
Fighter Wing (TFW) arrived in Saudi Arabia from Langley Air Force Base, VA. The
aircraft flew non-stop for more than 14 hours, with seven aerial refuelings. By 9
August, these fighters were flying combat air patrols along the Iraq-Saugi border,
supported by USAF RC-135 Rivet Joint reconnaissance platforms that had deployed
from Europe and E-3 Airborne Warning and Control System aircraft just arrived from
the United States. Also on 9 August, the first 82nd Airborne Division ready brigade
troops from Fort Bragg, NC, arrived and established a defensive perimeter around
the Saudi airport at Dhahran. The entire brigade was in position by 13 August; a
second brigade was in place eight days later. Rapid buildup of initial forces during
these crucial days would have been impossible without strategic airlift. During the
first two days of the deployment, Military Airlift Command aircraft flew 91 missions
into theater and averaged more than 70 missions a day for the rest of August.

US military capabilities to respond to crisis in the Gulf reflected the
longstanding US commitment to the region. Since 1951, the US Militar
Training Mission had assisted Saudi Arabia in modernizing its military force.
The Army Corps of Engineers entered into a continuous military construction
program thatincluded the Dhahran complex and King Khalid Military City.
Naval forces had provided a continuous presence in the region for severar
decades. In the 1980s, US forces, under the newly activated Joint Task Force
Middle East, protected Gulf shipping during Operation Earnest Will.
Prepositioned equirment and supplies, both ashore and at sea, increased
responsiveness. All these measures boosted regional confidence in the United
S;c‘at?; and eased the introduction of US forces guring Operation Desert
Shield.
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On 11 August, Strategic Air Command B-52G bombers with full weapons loads
arrived within striking range and went on immediate alert under Air Force
Component, Central Command (CENTAF) control. A USAF C-130squadron arrived in
Saudi Arabia to meet intra-theater airlift requirements. On 12 August, the 101st
Airborne Division (Air Assault) began to deploy by air from Fort Campbell, KY. Two
days later, the 7th Marine Expeditionary Brigade from southern California, a
combined arms force with tanks, helicopters, and fixed-wing attack aircraft, began
unloading its MPS at Al-Jubayl. In three weeks, CINCCENT had seven brigades, three
carrier battle groups, 14 tactical fighter squadrons, four tactical airlift C-130
squadrons, a strategic bomber squadron, and a Patriot air defense missile umbrella
8,000 miles from the United States.

Other Army, Navy, USAF, and USMC forces had been alerted and were en
route. To manage the massive flow of personnel and equipment to the theater,
many logistics arrangements had to be made. On 10 August, the first 17 Read
Reserve Fleet ships were activated; the first fast sealift ship arrived at Savanna?;, GA,
and began loading the 24th Infantry Division (Mechanized). The first agreement to
charter a US-flagged ship was signed the same day. On 11 August, the first foreign-
flag%ed ship was chartered. However, sufficient fast sealift, able to move heav
combat units, remained a problem throughout the crisis. To improve the speed of
deployment to Saudi Arabia, Phase | of the Civil Reserve Air Fleet was activated on 18
August, adding 18 passenger and 23 cargo aircraft of US commercial airlines to the
effort.

On 22 August, the President signed Executive Order 12727 authorizing the
Secretary of Defense, under Title 10, Section 673b of the US Code, to call to active
duty selected Reserve units and individual Reservists. On 23 August, the Secretary of
Defense delegated to the Service Secretaries the authority to order Selected Reserve
members to active duty. Initial authorization provided for the recall of 25,000 Army,
14,500 USAF, 6,300 Navy, and 3,000 USMC Reservists. Simultaneously, the Secretary
of Transportation authorized the Coast Guard to order to active duty as many as
1,250 Reservists. The first calls to active duty were announced on 24 August and,
within the next few days, Army, Navy, and USAF Reservists had been notified to
report.

While these mobilization and deployment actions were going on in the
United States, Arab League member nations also deployed forces to Saudi Arabia.
Egyptian and Syrian special forces were among the first Arab forces to arrive,
augmenting Saudi and Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) forces. It was around these
initial deployments that the Coalition military force was built.

WINDOW OF VULNERABILITY

While US resolve had been demonstrated, offering a credible deterrentto an
Iragi invasion of Saudi Arabia and bolstering Coalition forces, the ability of Coalition

46




Figure lll-2
Armored Vehicles from the 24th Infantry Division (Mechanized) Wait to
be Loaded Aboard Fast Sealift Ships at Savannah, GA— August, 1990

forces to defeat a determined Iraqi attack into Saudi Arabia remained questionable.
CINCCENT determined this would require deployment of heavy armored and
mechanized forces. However, shortages of sufficient fast sealift with a roll-on/ roll-
off capability so crucial to loading and unloading armored equipment rapidly meant
that heavy forces would deploy incrementally. The weeks that passed until
adequate heavy forces arrived in theater became known as the “window of
vulnerability”. Primary defense continued to rely on air power and a thin line of
Saudi units along the Kuwait border, and French and Egyptian forces staging in King
Khalid Military City (KKMC). To the south of these forces, XVIil Airborne Corps,
commanding all Army forces, and | Marine Expeditionary Force (I MEF), in command
of 7th MEB and other USMC forces arriving in theater, dug into defensive positions
north and west of Al-Jubayl and in the desert outside Dhahran. Capable of putting
up astiff fight, these ground units nonetheless lacked the combat power to defeat
an Iraqi attack with forces estimated at three armored and two mechanized divisions
Ln the initial assault, supported by additional armored, mechanized, and infantry
ivisions.

The deployment of heavy ground forces able to conduct mobile mechanized
operations was possible only through rapid sealift which, unfortunately, did not
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Figure IlI-3
Royal Saudi Air Force F-15 Taxis Past Arriving
US troops—- August, 1990

exist in sufficient numbers. The 82nd Airborne Division, although deployable
rapidly, is primarily a light infantry division, albeit one that has substantial antiarmor
capabilities with its attack helicopters. | MEF, a mechanized air-ground task force
deployed by airlift and MPS shipping, provided a strong mechanized capability, but
not enough strength to defeat the Iragis. USAF, Navy, Army and USMC attack
aircraft could inflict serious damage to the Iragis, but might not be decisive against a
determined Iraqi ground attack.
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During this period, commanders and troops acutely felt the uncertainty of
their situation. Strong indicators of Iraqi attack preparation, reported by
intelligence agencies in mid and late August, led to numerous alerts and often hasty
defensive preparations. USMC and Army units arriving at Al-Jubayl and Dhahran
were rushed to defensive positions to protect these crucial airfields and ports.
Deploying combat units fully expected to fight shortly after arrival. Some units were
issued ammunition before their deploymentin case tKey landed at Saudi airfields
under attack. Living under austere conditions and manning desert outposts, the
troops who arrived in these early weeks performed missions under mentally and
physically exhausting conditions. Aircrewswho had ferried aircraft into Saudi air
bases found themselves flying patrols or on strip alert within hours after arrival.
Ports and airfields were furiously cleared of arriving supplies and equipment to
minimize risks of major losses should Iraq choose to attack these concentrations with
missiles or attack aircraft.

Figure lll-4
USAF F-15CFlies Combat Air Patrol Over Saudi Arabia—
September, 1990

US ground forces continued to flow into the theater in September and
October. The 4th MEB, able to conduct an amphibious assault into the flank of an
Iraqgi attack, arrived in the Northern Arabian Sea on 7 September. The final 1st MEB
elements arrived on 12 September, integrated into | MEF, and its ground combat
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element filled out the 1st Marine Division (MARDIV). By mid-September, the 24th
Infantry Division (Mechanized), with its mechanized brigades equipped with M-1
series tanks and M-2 series fighting vehicles had unloaded at Ad-Dammam. On 23
September, the final division elements arrived and moved into position alongside |
MEF north and west of Al-Jubayl, establishing a line of mechanized US forces across
the two most likely Iragi avenues of approach. The 3d Armored Cavalry Regiment
(ACR), just arrived from the United States, was assigned to the 24th Infantry Division.
On 6 October, the rest of the 101st Airborne Division (Air Assault) arrived in Saudi
Arabia, as did the European based 12th Aviation Brigade with AH-64 helicopters.
Lead 1st Cavalry Division elements began arriving in early October; the division’s
deployment was completed by 22 October.

Figure llI-5
US Marines Conduct Chemical Defense Drill in Forward
Positions Near Al-Jubayl- September, 1990

Substantial air reinforcements also deployed to the theater, greatly increasing
CENTCOM's combat power; total combat aircraftin the region numbered nearly
1,000 by early October. Elements of the Air Force’s 4th, 37th, and 48th TFWs
provided a long-range, precision strike capability. Iraqi air defenses could be
suppressed or eliminated by the arriving electronic countermeasures capabilities of
squadrons from the 366th and 35th TFWs. Finally, aircraft crucial for ground support
arrived in the form of five squadrons of F-16Cs and four of A-10s. Additionally, the
3rd Marine Aircraft Wing had both fixed wing attack aircraft and AH-1W attack
helicopters to support the ground forces, as well as fighters to help maintain air
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supremacy over the crucial coastal area. Carrier air wings aboard the USS John F.
Kennedy (CV 67) and the USS Saratoga (CV 60), which had replaced the USS Dwight
D. Eisenhower in the Red Sea and USS Independence in the Arabian Sea, respectively,
added to the attack and fighter capabilities.

By early October, CINCCENT was satisfied the “window of vulnerability” had
narrowed and that he could conduct a successful defense of Saudi Arabia. The
deployment of forces essential for the defensive mission, however, had taken nearly
two montbhs.

EXPANDING THE DEFENSE

Although Irag may have been deterred from an early attack into Saudi Arabia,
it remained a potent threat, still able to attack and inflict serious military and
political damage to the Coalition. Intelligence sources estimated Iraqi forces in the
Kuwait Theater of Operations (KTO) in mid-October represented most of the
country’s combat power. By thattime, 27 Iraqi divisions were deployed, including
all eight Republican Guard Forces Command (RGFC) divisions. Of these 27 divisions,
nine were armored or mechanized, 17 were infantry, and one was special forces.
These elements were organized into the Il Corps, Il Corps, IV Corps and VII Corps, as
well as the RGFC, which operated as a corps. Iraqi manpower in the KTO numbered
more than 435,000, supported by more than 3,600 tanks, almost 2,400 armored
personnel carriers, and more than 2,400 artillery pieces.

On 13 September, CINCCENT met with Lieutenant General Khalid bin Sultan
bin ‘Abd Al-"Aziz, Commander, Royal Saudi Air Defense Forces and operational
commander of Saudi forces committed to Operation Desert Shield, to discuss future
strategy for defending Saudi Arabia. Lieutenant General Khalid re-emphasized the
Saudi desire for defensive strongpoints and positions to retain territory and key
population areas. CINCCENT urged that the strongpoint defenses be held to a
minimum and used only as a last resort, preferring a more mobile defense. He also
stressed that Saudi forces might be bypassed and destroyed by advancing Iraqi
forces. Finally, CINCCENT pointed out that | MEF defenses along the coast just south
of the Saudi units might eliminate the need for strongpoints. As an alternative, the
use of strongpoints was recommended as a temporary measure to wear down
advancing Iraqi forces, with Saudi units withdrawn before they could be bypassed or
overrun. CINCCENT recommended a deception plan to make the Iraqis think the
Coalition’s main defense was along the border. As the meeting ended, the two
commanders agreed that defenses should focus on stopping the enemy north of Al-
Jubayl to protect crucial facilities and cities to the south.

The agreed-upon concept of operations envisioned Coalition ground forces
delaying an Iraqi attack as far forward as possible while inflicting increasing damage
on the enemy, primarily through Coalition air power. In the Eastern Area Command
(EAQ), along the Gulf coast, defensive operations would concentrate on key cities,
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ports, and terrain starting at the Kuwaiti border. Behind the EAC, US forces would
conduct a mobile defense desnﬁned to delay and then defeat the Iraqis before they
reached Al-Jubayl. In the Northern Area Command (NAC), the defense hinged on
screening the border area and strongpoints at KKMC, Hafr Al-Batin, Al-Qaysumah
and Hail. If attacked, NAC was to defend in sector while evacuating population
centers.

Arrival of additional Coalition forces in theater let CINCCENT and the Saudis
establish defenses in accordance with this concept of operations (Map IlI-2).
CINCCENT's defensive plan positioned | MEF's 1st MARDIV along the coastal road
with forward positions 70 miles north of Al-Jubayl. The Marines would fall back on
successive defensive positions, until reaching a final defensive line in the quarries
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and ridges 40 miles north of the port. On | MEF's left, XVIIl Airborne Corps
established a mobile defense in depth. The 101st Airborne Division (Air Assault)
served as the Corps’ covering force, forward and on the left of the 24th Infantry
Division (Mechanized) which occupied the main battle area, ready to defend against
an lraqi attack along the Tapline Road and, more important, to act as a |
counterattack force into the flank of Iraqi forces advancing down the coast road

against the Marines. To the rear, the 82nd Airborne Division assumed defensive

positions in the oilfields near Abqaiq. Upon arrival, the 1st Cavalry Division, with its

heavy armor, was placed in reserve, ready to counterattack Iraqi forces and drive

them back into Kuwait. At sea, an amphibious task force threatened the potentially

long Iraqi line of communications along the coast.

With his forces arrayed, CINCCENT intended to fight a joint and combined
battle to defeat an Iraqi attack. Defensive plans relied heavily on Coalition naval
and air power and night-fighting capability to balance the numerical inferiority of
Coalition ground forces. Intensive coordination between Coalition units was
required to ensure plans could be executed smoothly. Saudi and other Coalition
units were expected to withdraw through US forces, a complicated maneuver under
the best of conditions. Withdrawal routes, link-up points, fire support coordination,
and many other details demanded close cooperation. Special staffs and liaison
teams were established to coordinate planning. On aless formal level, units and
commanders conducted regular meetings, conferences, map exercises, and
rehearsals. XVIIl Airborne Corps and | MEF closely coordinated their actions. In late
September, a joint conference ironed out fire support and air support issues among
US air, naval, and ground forces. CINCCENT conducted a map exercise on 4 October
for all commanders down to division level, ensuring each understood the defensive
plan and hisrole; lingering questions were resolved. At lower levels, informal liaison
solved the immediate problems of tactical commanders. Asthe last elements of the
XVIIl Airborne Corps arrived in theater, US forces were fully integrated into
defensive plans.

Forward of US defenses, Coalition forces established a thin, but gradually
strengthening, line along the Kuwait and southern Iraq border. These forces were to
carry out the Saudi plan of defending key areas. Politically, they served notice to the
Iraqis of Coalition resolve. In the NAC sector, elements of the 6th French Light
Armored Division, the initial portion of Force Daguet, assumed positions west of
Hafr Al-Batin, screening the Coalition forces’ desert flank. North of Hafr Al-Batin, a
Syrian Special Forces regiment patrolled the Iraqi and former Neutral Zone border
area, backed by elements of the arriving 9th Syrian Armored Division. On their right,
an Egyptian Ranger battalion screened the Kuwait border east of Wadi Al-Batin in
front of the 3rd Egyptian Mechanized Infantry Division. Saudi and other non-US
units established additional strongpoints at Hafr Al-Batin and KKMC. In the EAC
zone, Saudi forces, consisting of a thin screen of mechanized battalions, watched
over the Kuwait border between the Egyptians and the Gulf.

At CINCCENT's recommendation, the three Saudi brigades positioned along

the coast were shifted to defensive positions along the border, to provide better
early warning of an attack and increase the impression that Coalition defenses were
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positioned well forward. As more Coalition forces arrived in November and
December, they were integrated into the defensive line. These forces included a
Qatari battalion, additional Egyptian and Syrian forces, the remainder of the 6th
French Light Armored Division, numerous contingents from throughout the
Coalition, and the growing strength of the Kuwait armed forces, which were being
rebuilt at training camps near KKMC.

Throughout October, Coalition forces continued to refine defensive plans.
Cross training between US and other Coalition units built mutual understanding.
Coalition air forces conducted regular rehearsals of the actions they would take in an
Iraqi attack. Amphibious exercisesin Oman demonstrated the 4th MEB's
capabilities. While the likelihood of an Iraqi attack had receded by the end of the
month (CINCCENT believed it had become improbable), air, naval, and land forces
continued to prepare defenses, rehearse, and, most importantly, ensure common
joint and combined understanding. In late November, Exercise Imminent Thunder, a
final defensive plan rehearsal, was conducted. This exercise integrated Coalition
land, sea, and air forces.

Figure lil-6
Landing Craft from Amphibious Task Force Lands Marines
During Exercise Imminent Thunder— November, 1990

The final combined defense plan for Operation Desert Shield was signed on 29
November and published in Arabic and English versions. Although supporting plans
were not required from subordinate units and the OPLAN never was executed in its
entirety, it confirmed actual plans and unit dispositions. While the plan also
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harmonized the views of both CINCCENT and Lieutenant General Khalid, it ensured
common understanding and required detailed coordination at all levels. Although
events already were overcoming the need to execute the plan, it can be viewed as a
model of unity of effort and combined planning in coalition warfare.

THE JOINT AND COMBINED COMMAND STRUCTURE

Command arrangements were a matter of concern to all nations contributing
forces to the Coalition. Several arrangements were considered and discussed, with
unity of command the underlying consideration. It became clear an acceptable
command structure must reflect the participating nations’ national, ethnic, and
religious pride. Political factors were of exceptional importance. Eventually, a dual
chain of command, one under CINCCENT and the other under the control of a Saudi
commander, was developed. This structure required maximum coordination and
cooperation among commanders, butdid achieve a high level of unity of effort.

CINCCENT relied on a clearly defined command structure that provided him
with unambiguous command of all US forces in the theater (Figure I11-7). CINCCENT
received his orders from the Secretary of Defense through the CICS. CINCCENT
submitted force requirements to the Secretary of Defense through the CJCS, who
directed the military Services to identify and deploy those forces to the theater. As
the supported commander-in-chief (CINC), he drew forces from the entire US
military establishment. All forcesin theater, except some specialized support units
and strategicintelligence gathering assets, fell under subordinate component
commanders who reported directly to CINCCENT. The Services thus provided forces
to the components as directed by the Secretary of Defense through the CICS, but
held no command authority over those forces once they arrived in the theater.

Although structured along Service lines, these component commands
reported directly to CINCCENT and assumed responsibility for administration,
logistics, and operations of deployed forces. The Army Component, Central
Command (ARCENT) commanded all Army forces in theater, other than those
attached to other components. During Operation Desert Shield, these forces
eventually consisted of XVIII Airborne Corps, VIl Corps, and echelon above corps
units providing logistics, intelligence, air defense, and other support.

The Marine Corps Component, Central Command (MARCENT) commanded all
Marine forces ashore in Saudi Arabia. The tactical headquarters was | Marine
Expeditionary Force, although the same person commanded both MARCENT and
| MEF. Those Marines embarked aboard amphibious ships fell under Navy
Component, Central Command, who commanded all US naval forces in the Gulf
region, less some naval special warfare units and those Navy units assigned directly
to MARCENT, such as naval construction battalions.
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CENTAF commanded all USAF unitsin theater and also was assigned the
functions of airspace control authority and Joint Force Air Component Commander,
responsible for planning, coordinating, allocating, and tasking theater-wide air
gp;erations in accordance with the CINC’'s apportionment decisions, to include air

efense.

A subunified command, Special Operations Command, Central Command
(SOCCENT), retained operational command of all special operations forces (SOF) in
theater, but Service component commands provided administration and logistics.
While the component commands were oriented primarily along Service lines (with
the exception of SOCCENT), CINCCENT was free to, and did, cross attach units to
meet changing situations.

CINCCENT exercised command by allowing component commanders
maximum initiative within the scope of his guidance. He directed close coordination
at those levels necessary to ensure operational effectiveness and resolve problem:s.
Component commanders coordinated directly with each other and exchanged
liaison detachments. Lower level commanders who found themselves relying on
other component elements did the same. This command system allowed maximum
flexibility and reduced friction. More importantly, the command structure let
CINCCENT maximize each component’s unique capabilities, while ensuring a joint
approach to operations and planning at all levels.

The Coalition command structure enabled close coordination between US and
other nations’ military forces. Arriving United Kingdom (UK) forces were placed
under CINCCENT's operational control (OPCON), while remaining under UK
command. French forces operated independently under national command and
control, but coordinated closely with the Saudis and CENTCOM. Islamic forces
invited to participate in military operations did so with the understanding they
would operate under Saudi control. Arab ground forces were under Saudi OPCON
either in the Eastern Area Command, which held responsibility for the northern
coastal region of Saudi Arabia, or the Northern Area Command, which included Hafr
Al-Batin, KKMC and the area to the north and west. The EAC contained primarily
Saudi and other GCC forces. The NAC commanded other GCC forces, as well as
deployed Egyptian and Syrian units. Initially, all decisions for these forces were
made by the Saudi Ministry of Defense and Aviation (MODA) Chief of Staff, a process
that often proved time consuming. To streamline operational decision making,
Lieutenant General Khalid was designated the Commander, Joint Forces and Theater
of Operations in October, a position he held throughout the war.

To ensure close coordination between CENTCOM and forces under Saudi
OPCON, an informal planning group was established in August that combined Saudi
and CENTCOM military planners. The initial group included the CENTCOM Director
of Plans and Policy, the MODA Director of Operations, several general officers from
the Saudi armed forces, and a working group of US and Saudi field grade officers.
The planning group conducted continuous coordination as forces were being rushed
to the theater. It proved essential to resolving functional issues, preparing defensive
plans, and arranging for ports and facilities for US forces. At lower levels, SOF teams
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were assigned to islamic units down to the battalion level to assist with training and
provide continuous liaison with US forces. These teams served with their Coalition
counterparts throughout the crisis.

It quickly became clear that detailed coordination among Coalition ground
forces would be necessary. In mid-August, the Coalition Coordination,
Communication and Integration Center (C3IC) was formed under the ARCENT's
lead.The C3IC became a clearinghouse for coordination of training areas, firing
ranges, logistics, frequency management, and intelligence sharing. Manned by
officers from all Coalition forces, the C3IC served as the primary tool for coordination
of the myriad detailsinherent in combined military operations. It soon expanded
and was divided into ground, air, naval, logistics, special operations, and intelligence
sections. The C3IC became a vital tool in ensuring unity of effort among Coalition

forces, remaining in operation throughout Operations Desert Shield and Desert
Storm.
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A substantial difference in experience and expertise existed between US and
Saudi military planners, understandable given the size, mission, and history of the
two nations’ armed forces. Continuous close coordination and daily meetings were
required to ensure combined plans evolved. This process was made more difficult by
Ianﬂuage and cultural differences, which placed a premium on US Arab linguists
with requisite operational experience and an understanding of the region. While
senior Saudi officers meticulously reviewed Arabic translations of operations plans,
the few available US linguists also reviewed plans to ensure accuracy.

Arrangements for Coalition C2 reflected the political concerns of the
providing nations. Parallel chains of command that enabled commanders to refer to
their governments on military questions placed a premium on cooperation and
military leadership. That so few issues were elevated to the national level is a tribute
to these commanders’ professionalism. (For detailed discussion of Coalition C2, see
Appendixl.)
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OBSERVATIONS

Accomplishments

e Clearly defined and articulated political objectives ensured development of
equally clear military objectives and decisively contributed to the success of
Operation Desert Shield.

e Forward-deployed and rapidly deployable forces let the United States quickly
establish a deterrent capability in theater.

® The US military command structure was unambiguous, letting CINCCENT
exercise full command over all US forces in theater, maximizing the unique
service capabilities of all forces, while ensuring unity of command.

® The Coalition command structure, while having no overall commander, was
successful because of close coordination and the professionalism of the
personnel assigned to the staffs and units at all levels.

Shortcomings

® Lack of fully developed defensive plans between the United States and Saudi
Arabia hindered initial operational planning. CENTCOM continues to conduct
planning and close coordination with Gulf region nations to ensure mutual
understanding.

e Initial military options were limited by the time required to move large forces
into the theater. Ground force deployment depended on sufficient, dedicated,
fast sealift. Sealift shortages resulted in slow buildup of heavy forces during
September and October.

Issues

e Successful buildup of forces depended on the availability of sealift, the Saudi
port and airfield infrastructure, and host nation support. Shortages of fast, roll-
on/ roll-off ships limited rapid deployment of heavy forces. The Department of
Defense is addressing thisissue.

e The complexities of joint military contingency planning are compounded by the

requirement for rapid response, limitations on the availability of strategic lift,
and operational differences among forces of a Coalition.
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® Earlier MPSsailing could have provided additional military options, in terms of
deterrence or rapid response, without committing US forces.
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CHAPTER IV

MARITIME INTERCEPTION OPERATIONS

“Calling upon those Member States cooperating with the Government of Kuwait
which are deploying maritime forces to the area to use such measures
commensurate to the specific circumstance as may be necessary under the authority
of the Security Council to halt all inward and outward maritime shipping in order to
inspect and verify their cargoes and destinations and to ensure strict implementation

of the provisions related to such shipping laid down in Resolution 661 (1990). “

United Nations Security Council Resolution 665
25 August 1990

Figure IV-1
A Navy Helicopter Queries a Liquid Natural Gas Carrier
during Operation Desert Shield

INTRODUCTION

The Maritime Interception Force (MIF) was the primary instrument the
Coalition used to enforce the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) economic
sanctions against Iraq. Sanctions require a long and concerted effort. Although
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Maritime Interception Operations (MIO) continued after the cease fire, this report
focuses on the period from 2 August to 28 February.

STRATEGY AND OBJECTIVES

One of the first steps the UNSC took to compel Iraq to relinquish its control of
Kuwait was the imposition of economic sanctions. UNSC Resolution 661, which
imposed these sanctions, was passed on 6 August. This resolution called on all States
to prevent the import and export of all commodities and products to and from Iraq
and Kuwait, except medical supplies and certain humanitarian shipments of
foodstuffs. The resolution passed 13 to 0; Cuba and Yemen abstained. Within a few
days of the Iraqi invasion, Coalition naval forces were gathering in the Red Sea and
Persian Gulf. However, during the first two weeks of the crisis, the focus was on
defending Saudi Arabia from a possible Iraqi invasion and building a coalition in
support of Kuwait. Moreover, UNSC Resolution 661 had not authorized
enforcement of the economic sanctions.

The initial Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff MIO alert order was dated 11
August and the Commander-in-Chief, Central Command'’s (CINCCENT) MIO
operations order was drafted on 12 August. On 16 August, CINCCENT was directed
to execute MIO, effective 17 August, consistent with the scope of the United Nations
(UN) Charter’s article 51, and UNSC Resolution 661. At the same time, a notice to
mariners was issued to alert merchant shipping of the operation and the potential
forinspections.

A multinational MIF was developed to enforce the UNSC economicsanctions
against Iraq by intercepting prohibited cargo on shipping headed for or leaving Iraqi
and Kuwaiti ports, or Al-’Agabah, Jordan. Because the United Nations did notﬂave
standardized operating procedures to enforce the sanctions, CINCCENT directed
Naval Forces Component, Central Command (NAVCENT) to develop an operational
plan for multinational MIO, with the understanding that multinational units
participating in the MIF would operate under their national commands. Initially
NAVCENT directed the Commander, Middle East Force (CMEF) to plan, coordinate,
and execute US MIO. CMEF drafted an operational plan for the US MIF with two
primary goals:

® Effectively use available US naval forces to monitor shipping channels used
by Iraq throughout the region without compromising security objectives.

® Base MIO on the most universallgl accepted international legal principles to
enforce the sanctions with minimal interterence with legitimate maritime
commerce.

The operational plan considered the danger that unnecessary use of force at the
early stages of the crisis might undercut international support for the sanctions or
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even prompt an Iraqi military response at an inopportune time relative to Coalition
building and Operation Desert Shield force deployment.

On 25 August, the UNSC authorized the use of force to enforce the sanctions
and MIO began in earnest. While the use of force during MIO was justified under
the UN Charter and authorized by UNSC Resolution 665, great efforts were taken to
avoid notonly the use of force during MIO, but also the appearance of taking any
action that could be construed as the action of a belligerent during armed conflict.
For example, the visit and search of suspect merchant vessels was announced to the
merchant as an inspection, not a boarding. Although authorized by international
law, seizure of vessels or cargoes that violated UNSC resolutions generally was not
done. Instead, vessels violating the sanctions were diverted to Coalition or non-
aligned Middle East ports. Additionally, careful efforts were made to minimize
interference with legitimate maritime commerce to avoid adverse effects on the
economies of other nations.

The Iragi Merchant Fleet and Port Facilities

At the time of Iraq’s invasion, the total Iraqi merchant fleet consisted of
about 140 vessels, but only some 42 ships were suitable for overseas cargo
shipment. Of these 42 ships, there were 20 tankers, three roII-on/roII-offgvessels,
and 19 cargo vessels of various classes.

The major ports for seaborne cargo were Umm Qasr and Khawr Az-Zubayr
in Iraq, and the Jordanian port of Al-’Agabah, from which cargo for Iraq was
shipped overland. Since oil pipelines throu?h Saudi Arabia and Turkey were shut
down shortly after the invasion, the Iraqi oil terminal at Mina Al-Bakr served as
the only major facility with the potential to export substantial amounts of oil.

Trade related to the Az-Zarga free-trade zone in Jordan — much of it seaborne
through Al-'Agabah, some by air or truck — caused some confusion early in MIO.
Free-trade zones are legal constructs Third World countries use to encourage
industry to operate in the zone, by offering tax exemptions and other incentives.
The Az-Zarga free trade zone served as a transfer point for Iragi-bound cargo.
Initially, there was some uncertainty as to whether UNSC sanctions prohibited cargo
destined for this free-trade zone. Ultimately, cargo consigned to this free trade zone
was required to have an accurately documented final destination or the ships
carrying it were diverted.
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MULTINATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS OF THE MARITIME INTERCEPTION FORCE

The MIO’s rapid development and smooth functioning was directly the
product of extensive experience several of the key navies had accumulated.
Importantly, during the "Tanker War” phase of the Iran-Iraq War, five European
nations (members of both the Western European Union and the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO)) and the United States conducted operations that
protected reflagged merchant shipping in the Persian Gulf. Although these
operations like Earnest Will (the name of the US effort) were separately mounted by
each participating state, substantial collective experience in Persian Gulf naval
operations was developed.

“Each naval force received Maritime Interception Force tasking . .. fromits
own national command authority. Even without a formal international command
and control structure, MIF demonstrated superb international cooperation,
enhanced through monthly MIF conferences. Conferences facilitated cooperation,
ensured mutual protection, and reduced redundancy.”

NAVCENT

After UNSC Resolutions 661 and 665 were passed, nations continued to join
the effort for several weeks. By 1 September, Australia, Canada, the United
Kingdom (UK), the Netherlands, and France had dispatched 20 ships to Middle East
waters, but had not yet committed these forces to the MIF.

CINCCENT assigned overall MIO coordination to NAVCENT, who initiated and
chaired a series of monthly coordination meetings of representatives from each
participating nation. The first conference was 9 September. After the first meeting,
NAVCENT delineated operating sectors for the Coalition navies who committed ships
to the MIF (Figure IV-2). Each sector generally included ships from more than one
country, in addition to the forces of the local Gulf Cooperation Council (GCQ) Sstates,
with the understanding that the senior naval officer in each sector would be the
local sector coordinator. In the Red Sea and northern Persian Gulf, the local
coordinators usually were the US carrier battle group (CVBG) and destroyer
squadron commanders.

By 27 September, Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Greece, [taly,
the Netherlands, Spain, and the UK had committed 42 ships to the MIF. The GCC
states participated in MIO by preventing merchant vessels from using their coastal
waters to avoid the MIF. In addition to the GCC states, 13 nations (Argentina,
Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Greece, [taly, the Netherlands,
Norway, Spain, the UK, and the United States) ultimately provided ships for the MIF.
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Durinfg Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm, 22 nations participated in the
MIF effort, providing support ranging from CVBGs to port logistics facilities.
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The informal, multilateral MIF command structure achieved international
cooperation and superb operational effectiveness. When implementing the
sanctions under the UNSC resolutions, each country operated under its own national
command directives. Although operational procedures varied, coordination among
the Coalition naval forces resulted in an effective multinational effort. Information
on operating procedures and tactics was routinely shared among the Coalition naval
forces. For example, meetings, exchanges, and briefings among Greek, French,
Spanish, and US MIF participants in the Red Sea served to increase mutual
understanding and standardize operating procedures. Furthermore, uniform
procedures and communications methods developed during years of NATO,
Australia-New Zealand-United States (ANZUS), and various%ilateral exercises greatly
improved the Coalition’s ability to work together effectively. Diplomatic support to
prevent evasion of sanctions by merchant vessels in territorial waters also was crucial
to the success of MIO.

Figure IV-3
A Boarding Team from the Spanish Frigate Vencedora (F 36) Uses a
Rigid-Hull Inflatable Boat to Conduct a Boarding in the Red Sea

OPERATIONAL PROCEDURES

MIO centered on surveillance of commercial shipping in the Persian Gulf, the
Gulf of Oman, the Guif of Aden, the Red Sea, and the eastern Mediterranean Sea,
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supported by worldwide monitoring of ships and cargoes potentially destined for
Iraq, Kuwait, or Al-"Agabah. When merchant vessels were intercepted, they were
queried to identify the vessel and its shipping information (e.g., destination,
origination, re(?istration, and cargo). Suspect vessels were boarded for visual
inspection, and, if prohibited cargo were found, the merchant ship was diverted.
Rarely, and only when necessary, warning shots were fired to induce a vessel to
allow boarding by the inspection team. As an additional step, takedowns —the
insertion of armed teams from helicopters — were used to take temporary control of
uncooperative, suspect merchant vessels that refused to stop for inspection.

The Naval Operational Intelligence Center (NOIC) provided detailed technical
data on numerous merchant ships. The center also developed an inspection checklist
for Coalition boarding teams. As an element of the overall US contribution to UNSC
Sanctions Committee deliberations, which guided the UN effort, NOIC used its
resources to develop watch lists of companies suspected of trading with, or on
behalf of, Iraq.

Nearly 250,000 square miles of sea lanes were patrolled by Coalition naval
forces. Maritime Patrol Aircraft (MPA) such as US Navy P-3 Orions, Royal Air Force
Nimrods and French Navy Atlantiques ranged over the Persian Gulf and Red Sea.
During Operation Desert Shield, the combined efforts of Coalition MPA resulted in
the interception of more than 6,300 ships.

Queries requesting a vessel’s identity, its point of origin, destination, and
cargo were issued to merchant ships by radio from warships, MPA, helicopters, or
tactical aircraft flying surveillance patrols. After vessels were queried, information
from imagery, radar, intelligence, shipboard computer data bases, and public
shipping records were used to corroborate the responses. Some warships, like USS J.
‘Lj. Hall (FFG 32) (the first ship to challenge a merchant vessel), averaged 10 challenges

aily.

To reduce the number of unnecessary boardings, intercepted shipping could
be released without boarding if the vessel signaled its intention to proceed to a port
other than onein Irag, Kuwait, or Jordan. However, any ship that failed to proceed
asdirected, or attemnted to proceed to an Iraqi, Kuwaiti, or Jordanian port would
be boarded. An exception to this policy applied to ferries and passenger liners, so
long as there was no indication of subterfuge. Also, no boarding generally was
required for any merchant visually confirmed to be riding high on the water
(indicating the ship’s holds were empty).

Two MIF warships normally conducted boarding operations. A team from one
ship boarded the suspect vessel while the second ship remained nearby to provide
assistance. To supplement the MIF assets, carrier-based aircraft remained on alert,
prepared to launch in support of an abnormal boarding (e.g., when only one
Coalition ship was available to board a suspect Iraqi-flagged merchant). Helicopters
also were tasked to inspect merchant vessels. If cargo holds were open, a helicopter
visually confirmed whether the vessel was empty.
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Reasons for diverting a merchant vessel to a port different from its intended
destination included irregularities with the ship’s manifest and blatant shipment of
prohibited cargo destined for Iraq or Kuwait. Manifest irregularities included
improper designation of consignees on the manifests and bookkeeping
discrepancies. Prohibited cargo discovered and diverted by the MIF included such
items as military equipment, food, cars stolen from Kuwait, chemicals, and spare
parts.

Because of their experience and expertise, United States Coast Guard (USCG)
Law Enforcement Detachments (LEDETs) proved to be invaluable to MIO. Previous
drug interdiction operations in the Caribbean provided LEDETs an opportunity to
become familiar with Navy shipboard operating procedures, capabilities, and
support assets. These operations also provided the Navy and USCG experience in
conducting at-sea inspections in potentially hostile environments. LEDETs provided
Navy personnel with training in boarding procedures, handling of small arms, tactics
used by smugglers, and the intricacies of shipping documentation and maritime law.
A USCG officer normally led a 10-person boarding team composed of three USCG
enlisted specialists, one Naval officer, and five Navy enlisted personnel.

“The success of MIF operations was due in no small measure to experience
and training provided by Coast Guard LEDETs.”

NAVCENT

“The Coast Guard Law Enforcement Detachment hadn’t been aboard but a
few minutes when we realized that the Coast Guard had the corporate knowledge
we needed badly.”

Executive Officer, USS Goldsborough (DDG 20)

Between 18 and 31 August, three Iraqi tankers refused to allow boarding
inspections after being challenged by US naval forces. On 18 August, the first MIO
warning shots were fired by USS Reid (FFG 30) after the Iraqi tanker Khanagin
refused to alter course in the Persian Gulf. Even after warning shots were fired, the
Iraqi vessel refused to comply with the MIF's orders to halt and eventually was
allowed to proceed to Aden, Yemen, where it anchored. Boarding operations were
temporarily suspended while diplomatic efforts were made to obtain UNSC
authorization to use force to obtain compliance with the sanctions. UNSC
Resolution 665 was approved on 25 August and boarding operations resumed the
same day.

On 27 August, US MIO procedures were changed to require NAVCENT's
permission before warning shots could be fired at suspected vessels. From the




beginning of MIO until 28 February, 11 interceptions required warning shots. At no
time, however, was disabling gunfire used. The use of warning shots and disabling
fire was tightly controlled to ensure all other means short of this display of force
were used to induce compliance.

Figure IV-4
A Maritime Interception Force Team,
Consisting of a US Coast Guard Law
Enforcement Detachment and USS W. V.
Pratt (DDG 44) Crew Members, Boards a
Merchant Vessel in the Red Sea

US warships were authorized to use disabling fire on Iragi merchant ships
three times during MIO. Permission for disabling fire was first granted on 18 August
against Khanaqin, but was rescinded (see Significant MIO Events section). CINCENT's
MIO operations order was revised on 1 September to require National Command
Authorities approval for disabling fire. Disabling fire was authorized again on 14
September for Al Fao, but its master consented to boarding before disabling force
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was necessary. The last authorization was granted on 22 October against Al Sahil Al
Arabi, which also consented to boarding before disabling fire actually was used.

“Going through the boat was probably the most stressful part because you
didn't know what was behind every door. We didn‘t know if it was going to be a
regular boarding or if someone would be waiting for us.”

Boarding Team Member, USS Brewton (FF 1086)

Figure IV-5
USS Mississippi’s (CGN 40) Boarding Team Conducts a
Cautious Search of a Merchant Vessel in the Red Sea

Most merchant traffic the MIF queried was encountered inside the Persian
Gulf (78 percent); however, most boardings occurred in the Red Sea (91 percent).
Most takedowns took place against Iraqi ships in the Gulf of Oman and northern
Arabian Sea. Because of concern for avoiding incidents involving infringement of
territorial waters and oil spills, takedowns were purposely not conducted in the
Persian Gulf. The UK was the first to conduct a takedown on 8 October,
demonstrating the procedure’s effectiveness.

Because of the risks involved and the potential for combat with hostile crews,

takedowns were carried out by special forces using helicopter assets to insert the
specially trained teams. Navy SEALS and special teams from the 4th Marine

70



Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) and 13th Marine Expeditionary Unit (Special
Operations Capable (MEU (SOC)) carried out most Coalition takedowns. (Marine
Corps (USMC) teams were not always available to the MIF because of other tasking
such as the Coalition’s amphibious warfare preparations.)

ol

Figure IV-6
During a Training Exercise in the Red Sea,
SEALs Fast Rope from a CH-46 onto the
Deck of USNS Humphreys (TAO 188)

Since any attempt to board a ship that had refused to stop could meet with a
hostile reception, Coalition naval units typically sought to muster overwhelming
force against such a ship. Usually three or four warships surrounded the challenged
vessel while a helicopter gunship prepared to provide covering fire. Helicopters then
hovered above the ship in question, and the takedown team “fast roped” (i.e.,
rappelled) onto the deck. The takedown team took control of the vessel and
additional forces were brought aboard, often by small boats from the surrounding
coalition warships, to secure and inspect the merchant ship.
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Takedowns of uncooperative vessels evolved into an intermediate step
between warning shots and disabling fire. Although successful, takedowns strained
available shipboard helicopter resources. There were not enough helicopters
capable of inserting a full 16-member takedown team onto a vessel. Though
designed primarily for antisubmarine warfare, both the SH-3 and SH-60 were
adapted to meet takedown requirements. The full complement of a takedown
squad usually required three SH-3s to conduct a successful insertion. The Navy’s SH-
60 helicopter was equipped with an M-60 machine gun and generally was used as
the helicopter gunship during takedowns.

Iraq used many tactics in attempts to avoid the sanctions or frustrate the MIF.
The families of Iraqi masters and crews were threatened with violence if any ship
stopped for boarding. Iraqi crews often ignored verbal challenges, delayeg’
responses to MIF interrogations, ignored warning shots, used water cannons against
boarding parties, refused to cooperate after boarding, and refused to divert after
verbally agreeing to do so. In most cases, the ship’s master cooperated once he knew
he could inform the Iragi government he had been forced to comply. Iraqi masters
sometimes labeled cargo as crew food or produced false manifests and documents.
The Coalition countered these tactics by thorough searches of cargo and close
scrutiny of documentation. To make it more difficult to produce fraudulent
documentation, NAVCENT did not publish specificinspection criteria. In some cases,
cargo was hidden in inaccessible areas of a merchant ship. Underway inspectionsin
these situations were ineffective. With the government of Saudi Arabia’s
permission, suspect ships occasionally were diverted to the Saudi Red Sea port of
Yanbu, where full inspections were conducted.

On 27 August, US naval forces participating in the MIF were authorized to
offer safe haven to Iragi masters and crews of vessels which refused to stop for
inspection. Intercepting ships were authorized to communicate the following offer
to the master of the ship: “If you fear persecution in Iraq for permitting boarding of
your vessel in compliance with UN Security Council Resolutions, the United States
will assist you in finding a safe haven outside Iraq.” The term “safe haven” was
developed to avoid confusion with existing policies concerning temporary refuge
and asylum. Safe haven involved a pre-approved commitment by the State
Department to protect an individual without guaranteeing asylum in the United
States. No lraqi ship master or crew requested safe haven.

SIGNIFICANT EVENTS DURING MARITIME INTERCEPTION OPERATIONS

More than 7,500 interceptions took place during Operations Desert Shield and
Desert Storm, and it is not feasible to chronicle all those events in this chapter. The
following descriptions, however, briefly highlight significant events that occurred.
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On 18 August, the first boarding of a merchant vessel occurred when a team
from USS England (CG 22) inspected the cargo and manifest of the Chinese freighter
Heng Chung Hai. Later that day, the first diversion occurred when USS Scott (DDG
995) ordered the Cypriot merchant Dongola away from Al-'Aqabah after the vessel’s
master admitted carrying cargo bound for Iraq.

“One cannot think about this activity without mentioning the Navy — the very
quiet, very professional way they put the [Maritime Interception Operations] on
... very, very effective — maybe one of the mostimportant things we did.”

General Merrill McPeak, Chief of Staff, United States Air Force

That same day, USS Reid intercepted the Iragi tanker Khanagqin in the Persian
Gulf. The Iraqi vessel refused to comply with boarg

USS Reid fired both 25-mm and 76-mm warning shots, which also failed to induce
the ship’s master to comply with the boarding instructions, but did cause some of
Khanagqin's crew to don life jackets. USS Reid continued to follow the Iraqgi vessel
and later was relieved by USS Goldsborough (DDG 20). The Iraqi vessel was allowed
to proceed to Aden, Yemen, where it anchored. Asimilarincident occurred that
same day between USS R. G. Bradley (FFG 49) and the Iragi merchant vessel Baba
Gurgur. The lraqgi vessel ignored three warning shots ang was allowed to proceed to
Aden, where it also anchored. In late November, both crews were transferred to the
Iraqi roll-on/roll-off ship Khawla Bint Al Azwar, ferried to Al-'Agabah, and then
returned to Iraq.

On 31 August, USS Biddle (CG 34) boarded the first Iragi merchant vessel, Al
Karamah, en route to Al-‘Agabah. A thorough inspection revealed the vessel was
empty and it was allowed to proceed.

Inthe early morning hours of 4 September, crew members of USS
Goldsborough and a LEDET boarded the Iraqi vessel Zanoobia. The Iraqi merchant
had enough tea to supply the entire population of Iraq for a month and was ordered
to divert to a port outside the Persian Gulf. The Iragi merchant’s master refused to
divert and USS Goldsborough was directed to take control of the Iraqi ship. More
USS Goldsborough crewmen were brought aboard and took Zanoobia to the port of
Muscat, Oman, where Iraqi diplomats agvised the master to return to his port of
origin in Sri Lanka.

In an attempt to break down the multinational Coalition and reduce the MIF's
effectiveness, Iraq, on 11 September, offered free oil to Third World countries, if
they would send ships to load it. No country responded.

On 14 September, US and Australian warships conducted the first
multinational boarding of an Iraqi vessel. After 24 hours of radio negotiations, the
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Iraqi master of the merchant vessel, Al Fao, still refused to stop for inspection. The
Australian Frigate HMAS Darwin (F 04) and USS Brewton (FF 1086) proceeded to the
next step of the interception and fired warning shots ahead of the vessel, which
caused the Iraqgi vessel to slow down. The merchant vessel was boarded by a 13-
member team consisting of Coast Guardsmen, USS Brewton, and HMAS Darwin crew
members as HMAS Darwin's helicopter provided assistance. Al Fao was empty and
allowed to proceed to the Iraqi port of Al-Basrah.

On 27 September, USS Montgomery (FF 1082), with the Spanish Frigate SNS
Cazadora (F 35), intercepted the Iraqi merchant Tadmur outbound from Al-'Agabah.
The Iraqi vessel did not respond to several verbal warnings to stop. Eventually, the
Iraqi master informed the Coalition ships his instructions were to proceed unless
stopped by force. After USS Montgomery fired several .50-caliber warning shots,
Tadmur agreed to stop and permit boarding. A US and Spanish team boarded the
vessel as the Iraqi crew held up pictures of Saddam Hussein. Inspection revealed the
vessel was empty. The purpose of the vessel’s departure from Al-’Aqabah may have
been to gather intelligence on MIO procedures and to test the Coalition’s resolve.

On 2 October, the French frigate Doudart de Lagree (F 728), intercepted the
North Korean vessel, Sam Il Po, which was carrying plywood panels. After the
merchant vessel repeatedly failed to answer bridge-to-bridge radio calls, warning
shots were fired across the vessel’sbow. Sam Il Po then stopped and permitted the
French ship to board. The North Korean master claimed he was not monitoring the
bridge-to-bridge radio, and that stopping would have damaged his engines. The
boardir&g team verified the cargo and ship’s destination, and allowed the ship to
proceed.

The Iragi merchant Alwasitti was intercepted in the Gulf of Omanon 8
October by the British frigate HMS Batt/eaxe (F 89), HMAS Adelaide (F 01), and USS
Reasoner {FF 1063). All three ships fired warning shots, but Alwasitti refused to stop
or acknowledge any communications. HMS Battleaxe inserted four Royal Marines by
helicopter anc?secured the vessel, executing the first takedown of the Gulf crisis.

Also on 8 October, the Iraqi vessel Tadmur was intercepted again by HMS
Brazen (F91), USS Goldsborough, and HMAS Darwin. The Iraqgi vessel informed the
Coalition ships that higher authority had instructed it not to allow boarding and it
refused to stop. Royal Marines from HMS Brazen were inserted by helicopter and
USS Goldsborough and HMAS Darwin crew members boarded by small boat. The
boarding team instructed the Iraqi master to divert, but he refused and instead
offered to jettison his cargo at sea. HMS Brazen's Commanding Officer, the local
MIO coordinator, ordered the Iraqi merchant to divert to Muscat.

USS Brewton intercepted the Iraqi merchant Almutanabbi on 13 October,
after it refused to heed verbal orders to stop. HMAS Darwin made a close, high
speed crossing pass within 100 yards of AImutanabbi's bow. Two detachments of
Marines from 13th MEU (SOC), aboard USS Ogden (LPD 5) were inserted and rapidly
gained control of the ship. The Iraqi vessel was then boarded by additional teams
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from USS Brewton, USS Ogden, HMAS Darwin, and HMS Jupiter (F 60). This boarding
was the first takedown by US Marines.

From 20 to 22 October, USS O’Brien (DD 975) intercepted and challenged the
Iraqi vessel, Al Sahil Al Arabi, which was visually identified as a small cargoship. The
Iragi master claimed the vessel was a fishing boat and, when boarded, it was
confirmed to be a fishing refrigeration ship. However, the vessel was carrying
lumber and piping, and was ordered either to divert to Bahrain or return to Iraq.
The master, fearing he would be arrested if he went to Bahrain, initially agreed to
return to Iraq. After the boarding party departed, the master apparently changed
his mind about returning to Iraq and the crew started throwing wood over theside.
When ordered to slow down, the Iraqi vessel increased speed and refused to stop.

The next day the Iraqi master again refused to turn back to Iraq, and USS
O’Brien fired warning shots from .50-caliber, 25-mm, and 5-inch guns. Even after
warning shots were fired, the vessel did notstop. On 22 October, USS Reasoner
followed abeam of the Iraqgi vessel while HMAS Adelaide made two close passes
across the bow of Al Sahil Al Arabi. After the second pass, the Iraqi vessel stopped
and allowed boarding. With US Marines standing by in USS Ogden, HMAS
Adelaide’s Commanding Officer, the local MIO coordinator, decided to insert HMAS
Adelaide’s takedown team. After the takedown, the Iraqi master cooperated fully
with the team and complied with all MIF orders.

On 28 October, USS Reasoner intercepted the Iraqi merchant Amuriyah, which
initially refused to answer bridge-to-bridge radio calls. HMAS Darwin made a close,
high-speed crossing maneuver while towing a spar, which caused the Iraqi merchant
to turn away and then resume its original course. In an effort to convince the vessel’s
master to submit to boarding, F-14s and F/A-18s from USS Independence (CV 62)
made six low subsonic passes. The master remained extremely uncooperative and
refused to accept a boarding party. HMAS Darwin and USS Reasoner fired warning
shots, which only caused the Iraqi'crew to don life-jackets. A 21-member USMC
takedown team was inserted and initially reported no active resistance. The Iraqi
master refused to muster his crew, and SEALs from USS Ogden were called in to help
with the takedown. The crew of Amuriyah attempted to use a water cannon to
preventthe SEALs from boarding. The crew then resisted passively as the vessel was
secured; however, one crew member in the engineering spaces who tried to attack a
Marine with an axe was disarmed and restrained. The s ip‘s master also had to be
restrained temporarily. Inspection revealed no prohibited cargo, so the vessel was
notdiverted. Itappeared throughout the interception the Iraqi crew had received
detailed guidance on how to avoid the sanctions and hamper Coalition boarding
operations.

On 13 December, USS Mississippi (CGN 40) intercepted and boarded the
Cypriot-flagged merchant vessel Tilia, outbound from Al-"Aqabah with motor
vehicles and household goods. Careful inspection revealed most of the cars were
stolen from Kuwait. The following day, USS Sampson (DDG 5) intercepted another
ship with a similar load; both vessels were sent back to Al-'Aqabah.
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In December, the Iragi-flagged vessel Ibn Khaldoon attempted to carry food
and approximately 60 peace activists to Iraq. On 26 December, HMAS Sydney
intercepted the Iraqgi ship after it refused to respond to challenges by bridge-to-
bridge radio. Ateam of SEALs and 4th MEB Marines were inserted by USMC
helicopters and met some resistance from women who formed a human chain across
the vessel’s midships to prevent access to the bridge. Some women also tried to grab
the team’s weapons and knocked one team memger down. The team fired warning
shots and used smoke grenades to restore order. After the takedown team gained
control of the ship and slowed it down, a multinational team from HMAS Sydney
(F 03), USS Oldendorf (DD 972), and USS Fife (DD 991) boarded the vessel. The vessel
then was inspected and ordered to divert because it carried prohibited cargo (food),
not authorized specifically by the UNSC as humanitarian assistance.

During the night of 27 December, a Swedish woman aboard /bn Khaldoon
became ill. A medical team was dispatched from USS Trenton (LPD 14) and the
woman was treated for an apparent heart attack. The patient later was evacuated
by helicopter to USS Trenton where she was stabilized and then transferred to a
hospital in Muscat.

USS Mississippi and the Spanish frigate SNS Infanta-Christina (F 35) inspected
the Russian merchant ship, Dmitriy-Furmanov on 4 January, while it was en route to
Al-’Agabah. The vessel was carrying an unmanifested cargo of tank parts,
detonators and rocket launchers. On 10 January, the vessel was reboarded by USS
Mississippi and SNS Diana (F 32). Inspection revealed the cargo was still
unmanifested and the vessel was allowed to depart the Red Sea via the Suez Canal.

When Operation Desert Storm began, MIF boardings were stopped for one
day, 17 January, to await Iraq’s response to the initial attack and to allow US
participants to fire Tomahawk missiles. Because of wartime conditions, NAVCENT
modified his directions to the MIF to allow frequent travelers to the ports of
Al-’Agabah and Eilat to pass without boarding. Furthermore, all boardings were to
be conducted in daylight, and all Iraqi ships were to be diverted automatically
without boarding.

On 31 January, a Greek helicopter observed the St. Vincent-flagged cargo
ship, Superstar, dropping what appeared to be mines in the northern Red Sea. A
SEAL team from USS John F. Kennedy (CV 67) was inserted by helicopter and took
control of the ship. Once the vessel was secured, a LEDET from USS Biddle boarded
and inspected the vessel. The master was cooperative and provided logs and
manifests. No evidence of minelaying was found.

EFFECTIVENESS

MIO appear to have been very effective. As a result of Coalition efforts during
the seven months of the Persian Gulf crisis, more than 165 ships from 19 Coalition
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navies challenged more than 7,500 merchant vessels, boarded 964 ships to inspect
manifests and cargo holds, and diverted 51 ships carrying more than one million tons
of cargo in violation of UNSC sanctions (Figure IV-7). Commerce through Iraqi and
Kuwaiti ports essentially was eliminated; ships were deterred from loading Iraqi oil
while Turkey and Saudi Arabia prohibited use of Iraqi oil pipelines that crossed their
territory. Virtually all Iraqi oil revenues were cut off; thus the source of much of
Irag’sinternational credit was severed, along with 95 percent of the country’s total
pre-invasion revenues.

By severely restricting Iraqi seaborne trade, MIO played a major role in
intercepting the import of materials required to sustain military operations and
operate such equipment as surface-to-air-missile systems, command and control
equipment, and early warning radar systems. Importantly, access to outside sources
of tanks, aircraft, munitions, and other war material to replenish combat losses
effectively was precluded. Iraq did obtain some imports by smuggling along its
borders, and by air, but most high-volume bulk imports were completely cut off.

: Between early October and 15 January, 18 tankers and cargo ships were
identified in Kuwaiti and Iraqi ports. Most of these ships transported oil or food
between Iraq and Kuwait. A Maltese cargo/bulk ship also transited between various
Iraqi ports. Only eight of the ships attempted to leave the Persian Gulf and
subsequently were boarded; however, two ships were unaccounted for and it was
not determined if they had passed through the Strait of Hormuz. The low activity
level of shipping observed in Iraqi and Kuwaiti ports, coupled with reports of
immobile, fully loaded tankers, verified that the flow o<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>